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Abstract

EXAMINING THE MEDIATING EFFECT OF JOB CRAFTING ON THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN MANAGERIAL COACHING AND JOB ENGAGEMENT
IN THE SKILLED TRADES
Jennifer DuPlessis
Dissertation Chair: Andrea D. Ellinger, Ph.D.
The University of Texas at Tyler
May 2020
Employee engagement continues to gain considerable attention owing to its positive
correlation with numerous desired work-related outcomes (Saks, 2019; Shuck et al., 2017).
Engagement in one’s job has become of particular interest in industry sectors experiencing
shortages, such as the skilled trades (Bilginsoy, 2003). The skilled trades have reportedly been
the most difficult segment of the employee market to staff globally year over year (Schwartz,
2015; Wright, 2013).
As organizations wish to improve engagement in one’s job, they have looked to
developmental antecedents of engagement (Ellinger, Musgrove, & Ellinger, 2012). Managerial
coaching has been supported as having a significant direct effect on engagement (Ellinger,
Musgrove, & Ellinger, 2012), however, recent research has supported mediated relationships
between managerial coaching and engagement (Carrell, 2018; Kim, 2014). Job crafting has been
correlated with an increase in work engagement and other positive work attitudes (Ghitulescu,
2006; Tims, Bakker, Derks & van Rhenen, 2013b) and is an under-researched construct that may
explain how managerial coaching may lead to engagement in a job.
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This study examined the mediating effect of job crafting on the relationship between
managerial coaching and job engagement in the skilled trades. The study hypotheses predicted a
mediated relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement through job crafting. A
second hypothesis utilized the lower order job crafting factors of increasing structural job
resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges, as mediators without a higher
order factor of job crafting. Alternative hypotheses were posed which controlled for a direct
effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.
The design of the study was a quantitative, half-longitudinal survey deisgn (Cole &
Maxwell, 2003), with two paper surveys administered at two distinct time periods in a skilled
trades organization. Surveys were matched using a self-generated identification code and 292
surveys resulted. The findings support a higher order factor of job crafting, comprised of
increasing social job resources and seeking challenges, as a full mediator between managerial
coaching and job engagement. Implications for research and practice are explored.
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Chapter One - Introduction
Background to the Problem
In the United States, there has been increasing concern about the shortage among skilled
trades workers (Toppin, 2018). The skilled trades have reportedly been the most difficult
segment of the employee market to staff year over year, not only in the U.S., but globally
(Schwartz, 2015; Wright, 2013) and 86% of construction firms have predicted a shortfall of
qualified skilled trade workers (Riccardi, 2016). The U.S. economy employs 7.3 million jobs in
construction alone, which is 95% of the peak of 7.7 million jobs reached in 2006, and has added
an average of 265,000 construction jobs each year over the past six years (Staffing Industry
Analysts, 2018). Skilled trades represent a significant portion of the U.S. economy and represent
several industry sectors, including construction, manufacturing, and service. Those employed in
the skilled trades include workers who are employed in jobs such as welding, carpentry, and
electrical work (Staffing Industry Analysts, 2018).
Baby Boomers, those born between 1943 and 1960 (Parry & Urwin, 2011), hold 14%
more of the positions in the skilled trades compared to other jobs (Wright, 2013). However, the
skilled trades also have fewer workers age 65 and older, likely due to the physical demands
required of these jobs (Wright, 2013). As Baby Boomers exit the skilled trades, 32% of
manufacturers with $1 billion or more in revenue estimate they will lose over $100 million or
more over the next five years (Shingler, 2017). Furthermore, the Manufacturing Institute, an
affiliate of the National Association of Manufacturers, reports that the average age of a
tradesperson is 56, and while there are currently 600,000 skilled trades jobs in manufacturing in
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the U.S., there will be a need for 10 million new skilled trades workers by 2020 (Renze-Rhodes,
2014). Following the 2007 U.S. recession, the skilled trades workforce declined dramatically.
However, to date, it has returned to only three-quarters of its pre-recession size, but is still
growing (Elejalde-Ruiz, 2016). The results are impacting consumers, with employee shortages
leading to price increases (Karimi et al., 2018). While some individual markets have seen
employment increases of up to 22,000 and are still growing (Brown, 2019), apprentice programs
are not prioritized or supported and marketed properly (Toppin, 2018), therefore these programs
suffer chronically high rates of attrition (Bilginsoy, 2003). In this environment, organizations
that rely upon the skilled trades are pressed to determine how to keep existing workers engaged,
as well as to engage new employees.
As within the skilled trades, organizational leaders and managers across a variety of
industry sectors and organizations have become concerned about the need to retain, engage, and
maximize the impact of their human capital assets given the talent shortages that have been
identified in the current competitive, global, technology driven, and knowledge-based economy
(Shuck & Wollard, 2008; Saks, 2019; Wang, 2018). In a survey of over a thousand global CEOs
and senior executives, failure to attract and retain talent was, in fact, the very highest concern
(Hagan, 2018). Therefore, the concept of employee engagement has gained and continues to
generate considerable attention in the scholarly and practitioner literatures (Ladyshewsky &
Taplin, 2017; Saks & Gruman, 2014; Saks, 2019; The Impact of Employee Engagement on
Performance, 2013; Whittington, Meskelis, Asare, & Beldona, 2017).
Employee engagement was originally conceptualized by Kahn (1990) as “the
simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s ‘preferred self’ in task behaviors that
promote connections to work and to others, personal presence, and active full role performance”

2

(p. 700). Saks (2006) extended this definition by detailing the components, explaining that
employee engagement is “a distinct and unique construct consisting of cognitive, emotional, and
behavioral components…associated with individual role performance” (p. 602). He
differentiated between two types of engagement: job and organization engagement. Job
engagement refers to the willingness of employees to use these components in their job functions
or job roles and organization engagement refers to the willingness of employees to use these
components in their roles as a member of the organization (Saks, 2006). Both types of
engagement have been shown to be independent outcomes, such that employees could be
engaged in their jobs and not with their organizations, or with their organizations and not with
their jobs, and the effect of antecedents on the two different outcomes may vary (Saks, 2006;
Saks, 2019).
Employee engagement has been positively correlated with many individual work-related
and performance outcomes in several empirical studies that have used different measures to
assess engagement (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008; Khan & Lakshmi,
2018; Kim, 2017; Kim & Park, 2017; Lee & Eissenstat, 2018; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010;
Saks, 2019; Saks & Gruman, 2018; Salanova, Agut, & Peiro, 2005; Shuck et al., 2017;
Xanthopoulou, Baker, Heuven, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2008; Zhong et al., 2017). Metaanalyses have confirmed that employee engagement is related to increased performance,
decreased turnover intentions, better reported health, decreases in accidents, and stronger levels
of commitment (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Cole, Walter, Bedeian, & O’Boyle, 2012;
Halbesleben, 2010; Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Shuck et al.,
2017). Job attitudes, such as satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational
citizenship behaviors have also been identified as outcomes of engagement (Hakanen, Bakker, &
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Schaufeli, 2006; Saks, 2006; Saks, 2019). Engagement is also linked to other positive
organizational outcomes, including customer satisfaction, productivity, profit, and decreased
turnover intentions (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010; Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002; Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2004).
Scholars have focused on the favorable outcomes that have been attributed to employee
engagement. However, researchers have begun to explore the antecedents of employee
engagement given the substantial evidence of positive outcomes associated with employee
engagement. Wollard and Shuck’s (2011) review of the antecedents associated with employee
engagement revealed empirical support for individual antecedents, such as absorption,
dedication, corporate citizenship, meaningful work, linking of individual and organizational
goals, perceived organizational support, vigor, work/life balance, core self-evaluation, and value
congruence. Organizational antecedents of employee engagement that have been empirically
supported included authentic corporate culture, clear expectations, corporate social
responsibility, job characteristics, job fit, level of task challenge, manager expectations, manager
self-efficacy, perception of workplace safety, positive workplace climate, rewards, supportive
organizational culture, and use of strengths (Wollard & Shuck, 2011; Saks, 2019). Wollard and
Shuck (2011) also noted, however, that while some organizational antecedents in which the
manager plays a role have been researched, additional cues, particularly those related to
feedback, job control, learning opportunities, and goal development, have not yet been
empirically supported.
Many antecedents of employee engagement can be categorized as job resources,
challenging job demands, or leadership (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011; Christian et al., 2011;
Crawford et al., 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks & Gruman, 2014). Individual
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differences, such as self-evaluations, conscientiousness, positive affect, and proactive personality
(Bledow, Schmitt, Frese, & Kuhnel, 2011; Christian et al., 2011; Rich et al., 2010; Saks &
Gruman, 2011) and personal resources, such as self-efficacy, organization-based self-esteem, and
optimism (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009a; Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009b), also feature as antecedents to engagement in empirical
research, although this research is limited as well (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks & Gruman,
2014). The role of individuals and leadership have been integral factors in understanding the
dynamics of the JD-R model and its evolving into a theory reflective of leaders who may provide
resources that act as a buffer with regard to certain job demands at certain times (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017).
Some empirical research has also begun to explore developmental antecedents to
engagement with findings linking developmental interventions, such as training and informal
learning, and engagement (Ellinger, Musgrove, & Ellinger, 2012). Findings suggest that higher
levels of social interaction enhance relationships that end in engagement, although this work has
been limited (De Clercq, Bouckenooghe, Raja, & Matsyborska, 2014; Saks & Gruman, 2014;
Shuck & Herd, 2012). Saks and Gruman (2014) have indicated that more research is needed that
examines the antecedents to employee engagement and Shuck and Reio (2011) suggested that
developmental interventions could be of significant importance when considering factors that
might positively influence employee engagement. One such developmental intervention that has
not yet received considerable attention is coaching, and more specifically, managerial coaching.
Managerial coaching emerged from within the related fields of executive coaching and
mentoring (Joo et al., 2012) as an effective behavior at the core of management and leadership
(Bond & Seneque, 2012; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012; Kim et al., 2013a). In its infancy, coaching
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has been defined as the “process of equipping people with the tools, knowledge, and
opportunities they need to develop themselves and become more effective” (Peterson & Hicks,
1996, p. 41). As it has evolved, research has indicated that coaching is seen as an intervention
that works and has been more widely adopted due to its accepted value and effectiveness
(Bennett & Bush, 2009). According to Bennett and Bush’s (2009) study, “multinational
corporations ranked coaching as one of the top ten learning methods, with 81% of the
organizations surveyed saying that coaching was linked to their talent management initiatives”
(p. 4). A particular type of coaching, managerial coaching, has become more prevalent in the
literature because managers are increasingly being asked to assume more developmental roles as
traditional human resource functions are being devolved to the frontline (McGuire & Kissack,
2015). More recently, a CIPD Learning and Development Survey reported that 80 percent of
organizations in the United Kingdom expect their managers to coach (2015; Lawrence, 2017).
Managerial coaching has been defined as "a manager or supervisor serving as a coach or
facilitator of learning in the workplace setting, in which he or she enacts specific behaviors that
enable his/her employees to learn and develop" (Ellinger, 1997; Ellinger & Bostrom, 1999;
Ellinger et al., 2011, p. 69). Managerial coaching occurs when an acting supervisor coaches an
individual who reports to him/her (Grant, 2010; Hagen, 2012; Joo et al., 2012; Kim, Egan, &
Moon, 2013b; Wheeler, 2011). Managerial coaching is no longer focused solely on performance
alone, but involves the manager acting as a facilitator of learning by engaging in behavior that
enable employees to learn and develop skills and abilities related to the work environment
(Ellinger & Bostrom, 1999; Ellinger, Ellinger, Bachrach, Wang, & Baş, 2011; Hagen & Aguilar,
2012) and is targeted at specific and current work-related issues (Kim et al., 2013a). Managerial
coaching employs critical listening, feedback, and relationship skills (Gilley & Boughton, 1995).
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Managerial coaching represents a powerful developmental intervention that enables managers
and their respective employees to leverage learning and performance improvement opportunities.
Although research on managerial coaching is still considered to be in its infancy, the
literature base is growing. Research on managerial coaching has indicated that it is empirically
connected with performance (Ellinger et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2013a; Kim et al., 2013b), role
clarity, satisfaction and work attitudes, and organizational commitment (Kim et al., 2013a; Kim
et al., 2013b; Lawrence, 2017; Segers & Inceoglu, 2012; Woo, 2017). Increases in motivation
and satisfaction with work (Kim et al., 2013b) and organizational citizenship behaviors (Kim &
Kuo, 2015) have also been correlated with managerial coaching. Managerial coaching has also
been empirically supported as having a significant direct effect on engagement (Ellinger,
Musgrove, & Ellinger, 2012). Ladyshewsky and Taplin (2017) also found an association
between managerial coaching and work engagement. Recent research has supported
relationships between managerial coaching and engagement through intervening variables
(Carrell, 2018) and more research has been called for in this area (Kim, 2014).
Job crafting is a recently developed construct in job design that describes “self-initiated
change behaviors that employees engage in with the aim to align their jobs with their own
preferences, motives, and passions” (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012, p. 173). In contrast to
managerial coaching which can be catalyzed by both managers and employees, job crafting
uniquely describes actions taken by an employee to proactively modify his/her job to better align
with his/her interests. Job crafting has been correlated with an increase in job satisfaction,
commitment, effectiveness, work engagement, and a decrease in absenteeism (Bakker, Tims, &
Derks, 2012; Ghitulescu, 2006; Tims, Bakker, Derks, & van Rhenen, 2013b). Since job crafters
are probably more likely to use individualized feedback to guide action (Tims & Bakker, 2010),
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job crafting might be influenced by managers who enact managerial coaching behaviors which
often include the provision of feedback to their employees (Anderson, 2013; Egan, 2013;
Ellinger et al., 2008; Longenecker, 2010; Wang, 2013).
Statement of the Problem
The concept of employee engagement has received considerable scholarly attention due
to the empirically established correlations between employee engagement and positive multilevel outcomes, (Shuck & Wollard, 2008). Although much attention has been given in the
literature to defining and distinguishing the construct of employee engagement (Christian et al.,
2011; Nimon, Shuck, & Zigarmi, 2015; Saks & Gruman, 2014), as well as a building body of
evidence related to outcomes of engagement (Saks, 2006; Shuck, Reio, & Rocco, 2011a), limited
research has been conducted that examines specific developmental interventions that might serve
as antecedents to this important construct of engagement. Moreover, the complexity of the
relationships between developmental interventions as antecedents has not been fully addressed.
In the increasingly competitive global economy, in which development, engagement, and
retention of talented employees are key to business strategies (Ellinger et al., 2011), calls for
increased provision of managerial coaching are common in industry (Grant, 2010; LeonardCross, 2010; McGuire & Kissack, 2015), as expenditures on coaching top over two billion
dollars worldwide (Ellinger, Hamlin, & Beattie, 2017). The concept of managerial coaching has
gained significant attention in recent years, spurred on by the interest of business magazines,
practitioners, and the media (CIPD, 2015). Managers are increasingly expected to participate
more closely in the development of their employees particularly in organizations committed to
learning (Senge, 2006). Thus, an increased demand exists from organizational leaders who
desire this activity from their managers (Bennett & Bush, 2009; McGuire & Kissack, 2015) due
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to positive outcomes supported through a literature base of empirical research. Therefore, the
need to further understand this increasingly expected role of managers as coaches is impressed
on organizations, as well as researchers.
Significant efforts have been made to build managerial coaching skills (Ellinger, Hamlin,
& Beatty, 2010; Gilley & Gilley, 2007; Hagen, 2012) and research on managerial coaching is
expanding. However, managerial coaching is still reported to be rare and the path to outcomes
needs clarity (Ellinger, Hamlin, & Beattie, 2017), as mediating factors have not been addressed
thoroughly in the current body of literature. The explanatory factors in the relationship between
managerial coaching and engagement must be better understood within varying contexts in the
current literature, so that they may be empirically supported and put into practice (Shuck &
Wollard, 2008). Managerial coaching is a currently under-researched, antecedent to job
engagement. Furthermore in explicating this potential relationship, the feedback that is
generated through managerial coaching interactions may be closely associated with feedback that
may be used by an employee to conduct job crafting (Steelman & Wolfeld, 2018). Thus, more
empirical research is needed to explore the relationships between managerial coaching and
employee engagement, as well as to tease out mediators in this relationship (Kim et al., 2013a;
Misiukonis, 2011). Job crafting may play a role in this relationship, yet this potential
relationship has not been fully explored in the existing literature.
Empirical research examining the dyadic relationship between employees and managers
has revealed that employees who engendered a proactive personality were more likely to job
craft and that this job crafting was predictive of work engagement and role performance ratings
by colleagues (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012). Active and demanding jobs have been correlated
with an increase in job crafting and resulting engagement (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli,
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& Hetland, 2012). This research has also indicated that job crafting mediated the relationship
between proactive personality and performance and suggested that other mediation models might
exist with regard to job crafting. This empirical research has supported the idea that job crafting
is positively related to engagement and calls for more research into the mediating effects of job
crafting. However, the need for this more detailed research remains, particularly as it relates to
developmental antecedents to job crafting. Thus, more empirical research is needed to explore
the relationships between managerial coaching, job crafting, and job engagement in order to
discern if any relationship can be supported amongst these constructs (Kim et al., 2013a;
Misiukonis, 2011).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to test a theoretical model informed by Social Exchange
Theory (Blau, 1964) and the Job Demands-Resources Theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) to
examine the mediating effect of job crafting on the relationship between managerial coaching
and job engagement in the skilled trades.
Theoretical Underpinnings
This research was underpinned by Social Exchange Theory (SET), which was developed
and introduced by Peter Blau (1964) and further articulated by Emerson to describe the evolution
of relationships over time into trusting, loyal, and mutual commitments (Emerson, 1976).
Emerson built upon previous research by George Homans, John Thibaut, Harold Kelley and
Peter Blau to identify SET as rules of social exchange that form a normative definition of the
relationship that is adopted. Social exchange is markedly different than economic exchange and
may differ across various role, cultural, and individual differences (Shore, Coyle-Shapiro, Chen,
& Tetrick, 2009). SET proposes that more successful social exchanges and interactions are

10

correlated with better workplace relationships and greater employee engagement (Cropanzano &
Mitchell, 2005). It has also been suggested that SET can help better illuminate the role and
influence of supervisors. Therefore, SET is appropriate when considering the provision of
managerial coaching to employees and employees’ job engagement.
The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017) was also used to provide a framework for analyzing job crafting as the
treatment of demands and resources by an employee to alter their job to their benefit. Job
crafting activity has been shown to be related to engagement (Bakker et al., 2012) through the
JD-R theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). This theory addresses strain and motivation in the
workplace. While it concurs with earlier models and research on motivation and stress, it also
allows for the inclusion of various types of job demands and resources dynamically based on the
context, allowing it to be applied more flexibly (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017). With the JD-R theory, all various job factors can be categorized as job
demands or job resources. Job demands “refer to those physical, psychological, social, or
organizational aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or psychological (cognitive
and emotional) effort or skills and are therefore associated with certain physiological and/or
psychological costs” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, p. 312). On the other hand, “job resources
refer to those physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that are either
functional in achieving work goals, reduce job demands and the associated physiological and
psychological costs, and/or stimulate personal growth, learning, and development” (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017, p. 274).
Many studies support the validity of the JD-R theory (Bakker, Demerouti, de Boer, &
Schaufeli, 2003; Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2003; Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004;
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Hakanen, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; van Veldhoven, Taris, de
Jonge, & Broersen, 2005). Furthermore, managerial coaching could be viewed as an increased
resource in the workplace that may also influence job crafting. Additionally, the JD-R theory
extends to include personal resources. Xanthopoulou et al. (2006) studied the role of selfefficacy, organizational-based self-esteem and optimism in predicting work engagement. These
personal resources could be built up through managerial coaching and job crafting to increase
employees’ job engagement.
Hypotheses
Social exchange theory (SET) suggests that successful social exchanges and interactions
are correlated with better workplace relationships and greater employee engagement (Blau, 1964;
Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Managerial coaching represents a social exchange between an
employee and his/her supervisor, which has been shown to increase performance (Bakker & Bal,
2010; Ellinger et al., 2010; Halbesleben, Harvey, & Bolino, 2009; Rich et al., 2010; Salanova et
al., 2005; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008). Empirical research has also shown that managerial
coaching has many positive outcomes for the employee in the job (Ellinger et al., 2003; Hagen &
Aguilar, 2012; Kim et al., 2013b; McCarthy & Milner, 2013; Saks, 2006).
The manager plays a critical role in employee engagement (Shuck et al., 2011b) and
higher levels of social interaction have been empirically supported to enhance other relationships
that increase work engagement (De Clercq, Bouckenooghe, Raja, & Matsyborska, 2014).
Managerial coaching represents a social exchange and a job resource extended by the manager
that SET, the Job Demands-Resources theory, and existing literature would suggest could result
in increased engagement in one’s job. Job crafting has been empirically correlated with work
engagement (Bakker et al., 2012). Additionally, research suggests that job fit, the degree to
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which a person feels his/her personality and values fits his/her current job (Resick et al., 2007)
can lead to meaningful work (Kahn, 1990), as well as safety and availability (Kahn, 1990; May,
Gilson, & Harter, 2004; Shuck et al., 2011a), which are antecedents of engagement. As
employees engage in change behaviors in their job to better fit their desires and motivations, the
Job Demands-Resources theory and empirical research suggest that subdomains of job crafting,
including increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking
challenges conducted by the employee should lead to greater engagement with their jobs (Tims,
Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Vogt et al., 2015; Grosze Nipper, Van Wingerden, & Poell, 2018).
Thus, this study was guided by the following hypotheses, first positioning job crafting as a
higher order factor as in previous studies (Chinelato et al., 2015; Tims et al., 2012; Vogt et al.,
2015).
H1: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting.

Figure 1. Hypothesized Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting, and Job Engagement
Relationships
An alternative hypothesis controlling for a direct effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement was also tested to explore this potential relationship, which has been supported in
previous empirical research (Carrell, 2018; Ellinger et al., 2012; Ladyshewsky & Taplin, 2017),
although it was not supported in Pilot 2 .
H1A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.
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Figure 2. Hypothesized Alternative Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting, and Job
Engagement Relationships
A second hypothesis was tested that uses the lower order factors of job crafting as
mediators. This hypothesis was tested due to previous studies that indicate a higher order factor
of job crafting may not be supported, such as in Pilot Study 2 (Neilsen & Abildgaard, 2012).
H2: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges.

Figure 3. Hypothesized Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting Factors, and Job
Engagement Relationships
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An alternative of this model was also tested controlling for a direct effect of managerial
coaching on job engagement.
H2A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges,
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.

Figure 4. Alternative Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting Factors, and Job Engagement
Relationships
Overview of the Pilot Studies and Design of the Main Study
This section provides an overview of the two pilot studies that were conducted in support
of the main study. It will then present an overview of the proposed main study implementation.
Overview of the Pilot Studies
Two pilot studies were conducted to inform the design of the main study. The first pilot
study was conducted in December, 2016. This initial pilot study represented a two-phased
quantitative survey design to test aspects of the survey design and examine the scale items and
their relationships within the proposed model. Two online surveys were deployed at two distinct
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time periods to skilled trades employees at a school district in a Southwest region of the U.S.,
identified through a convenience sampling approach. The surveys were distributed through the
department administrator to skilled trades employees with a one-day time delay between the first
and second survey. This initial pilot verified the effectiveness of the use of an online survey
approach and the general appropriateness of the use of the self-generated identification code to
match surveys across the two time periods. This pilot study revealed that several improvements
were needed to increase the number of survey respondents. It was determined that it would be
necessary to generate a survey deployment schedule that capitalized on the best opportunities to
gain responses and also considered aspects of survey design to increase response rate, such as
improvements to visual display, pre-notification, and reminders. It was also determined that in
the main study, a more direct approach would be made to reach potential participants through a
local skilled trades organization to ensure adequate participation.
The second pilot study, conducted in 2018, included the dissemination of all measures in
a single survey to a sample of MTurk workers that represented similar demographics to a skilled
trades profile generated from U.S. Census Bureau data (2014). The purpose of this second pilot
was to examine two recently developed measures of job crafting not examined in pilot study 1,
and to obtain an adequate number of survey respondents to perform some preliminary
measurement and statistical analyses prior to deploying the main study. The second pilot study
revealed that job crafting factors of increasing structural job resources, increasing social job
resources, and seeking challenges, found in the Vogt et al. (2015) scale, generated a significant
indirect effect from managerial coaching to job engagement.
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Design of the Main Study
The main study employed a quantitative, half-longitudinal survey design (Cole &
Maxwell, 2003). Existing and previously validated scales were used to develop two paper
surveys that were administered at two distinct time periods to gather the greatest response rates
on employee perceptions (Converse et al., 2008; Nutty, 2008; Shih & Fan, 2008). The measures
included were: managerial coaching (Ellinger et al., 2003), job crafting through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges (Vogt et al.,
2015), and job engagement (Saks, 2006).
The first survey included the independent variable, managerial coaching. Following
recommendations in the literature for mediation models, the second survey included the mediator
(Hoyle & Robinson, 2004, p. 227), job crafting, and the dependent variable (Cole & Maxwell,
2003; Lindell & Whitney, 2001), job engagement, as well as the marker variable (Harrison et al.,
1996; Lindell & Whitney, 2001), attitude toward the color blue, and the demographic variables
(Teclaw, Price, & Osatuke, 2012). The surveys were matched using a previously established
approach for the self-generation of an identification code by the respondents that was pre-tested
in pilot study 1. This approach required the respondents to create a self-generated identification
code during each survey administration (Yurek, Vasey, & Havens, 2008). There was a one to
two-week delay between the administration of the first and second survey deployments, which
was consistent with the framing of the measure, while allowing for release of short-term memory
from data previously collected and minimizing risk of not matching data collected if the delay
between deployments was too extensive (Hoyle & Robinson, 2004, p. 223-224; Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Lee, 2012; Yurek, Vasey, & Havens, 2008). This also followed the typical class
schedule, allowing for all data to be collected in person via paper surveys.
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The research setting for the main study was a skilled trade organization and apprentice
training center located in the southwestern region of the United States. This organization was
selected because it resulted in the largest number of skilled trades employees available on site
due to being one of the largest journeyman electrician training programs in the United States.
Attendees at the center, in one of the fastest-growing construction markets in the U.S. (Heid,
2016; Oldcastle Business Intelligence, 2017), were seeking required education courses from the
training center and through association with the contractor or labor organization that are sponsors
of the training center.
Once approval was obtained from the administrator of this organization, the research
protocol and schedule were reviewed with the organization administrator. After the schedule
was established, several informational flyers, emails, and in-person announcements were used to
contact attendees and members, including a pre-notification, invitation to the first survey,
invitation to the second survey, and reminders. Members were encouraged to participate in the
survey for educational purposes and to further understanding of skilled trades work. A sample of
280 workers was desired (Muthen & Muthen, 2002; Wolf et al., 2013). Surveys were
disseminated to these skilled trades employees in the Southwestern U.S., due to the likelihood of
job crafting activity (Petrou et al., 2012) in active, high-demand, service-oriented positions in
turbulent times, as well as to assist in addressing the needs of organizations with skilled trades
shortages through a greater understanding of these constructs in this context.
The survey responses were collected and data entered manually into SPSS. Then, survey
matching was conducted using a macro to identify identical self-generated identification codes
and visual confirmation was achieved. The data was reviewed to ensure that the consent was
answered affirmatively and surveys with missing data were removed (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 1998;
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Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Surveys that were straight-lined completely or in which sections
with negatively worded items were straightlined outside of the mid-point of the scale were
removed from the dataset (Couper, Tourangeau, Conrad, & Zhang, 2013). Lastly, the data entry
was checked for quality control (Kawado et al., 2003; Klapwijk, 2019). The respondent data was
further analyzed in SPSS and AMOS using structural equation modeling (SEM) in order to
determine if the theoretical relationships in the model were supported. The analysis of structural
equation modeling using AMOS for mediation is well supported (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Frazier,
Tix, & Barron, 2004). The measurement of indirect effects through bootstrapping was also
performed (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).
Significance of the Study
This study contributes to the bodies of literature on employee engagement, managerial
coaching, and job crafting. It addresses multiple calls in the literature for more research that
examines the relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement (Kim et al., 2013a;
Misiukonis, 2011). It also focused on better understanding the relationship between managerial
coaching and factors of job crafting along with assessing the mediating influence of factors of
job crafting on the relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement.
Scholars have identified several pathways for further studying managerial coaching if this
concept is to move from infancy into a more mature state of research. Specifically, although
some researchers have established relationships between managerial coaching and a variety of
work-related outcomes, the focus on employee engagement as an outcome of managerial
coaching has received limited attention. Thus, the need for additional studies examining this
relationship is warranted (Ladyshewsky & Taplin, 2017). Understanding this important link
between an antecedent developmental intervention and outcomes provides an indication of the
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knowledge, skills, and abilities that should be the aim of managerial coaching and the path
towards job engagement.
Furthermore, researchers have indicated more attention is needed that examines the
mediating and moderating influences of additional constructs on managerial coaching and workrelated outcomes (Hagen, 2012; Kim et al., 2013a; Kim, 2014). This research contributes to a
broader understanding of the potential mediators of job crafting factors on this relationship in an
ever more independent and autonomous work environment, adding to the empirical research
needed for this relatively new job crafting construct. Explicating antecedents and outcomes
associated with this construct broadens the existing knowledge base and highlights ways in
which these constructs can be utilized. It also allows consideration of developmental
interventions involving social exchange in varying contexts that may be similar and have similar
outcomes. This encourages researchers to consider what other skills and abilities may be
potential mediators of these relationships.
In terms of implications of this study for practitioners, the findings of this study inform
and aid organizational leaders, managers, and HRD professionals in better understanding how
they may play a proactive role in enhancing job engagement and how they may create successful
managerial coaching interventions that may produce reasonably expected outcomes. In this
manner, it informs a direction toward generating job engagement of employees who receive
coaching from their managers, which is a goal of many organizations. It also reinforces the
importance of feedback as a core behavior of managerial coaches as it relates to job crafting
which may enable employees to craft more meaningful work that enhances their engagement in
their jobs.
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This study also addresses the skilled trades context, which has been an under-researched
context within the broader human resource development literature. This context reflects a
critical workforce in the US economy that is experiencing numerous challenges associated with
skill shortages and retention. Understanding how to increase job engagement of this critical
workforce is necessary and the findings of this study contribute to this. The ability to build
managerial coaching skills in-house and to guide managers as to how and what they can do to
build their coaching capacity can generate useful paths to engagement at a relatively low cost.
Addressing these developmental interventions and increased engagement are an aim for many
organizational leaders.
Assumptions of the Study
As with all studies, some assumptions are necessary in the design of behavioral science
research and it is important that these are recognized. It was assumed that the respondents
understood the survey questions accurately and respond honestly. Relationships were also
assumed to be linear and not curvilinear.
Definition of Terms
Job Engagement. Employee engagement is “a distinct and unique construct consisting
of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components…associated with individual role
performance” (Saks, 2006, p. 602). Job engagement is defined as independent outcome from
organization engagement, such that one could be engaged in their job and not their organization
or vice versa (Saks, 2006).
Managerial Coaching. Ellinger (1997) and Ellinger, Watkins, and Bostrom (1999)
conceptualized managerial coaching as a manager acting as facilitator of learning to his/her
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employee, such that the manager’s behavior enables the employee to learn and develop skills and
abilities related to the work environment.
Job Crafting. Job crafting is defined as “self-initiated change behaviors that employees
engage in with the aim to align their jobs with their own preferences, motives, and passions”
(Tims et al., 2012, p. 173; Vogt et al., 2015; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Three factors of
job crafting, applicable in this study, include increasing structural job resources, increasing social
job resources and seeking challenges (Vogt et al., 2015).
Skilled Trades. Skilled trades employees include Heating, Ventilation, and Air
Conditioning (HVAC) mechanics, electricians, plumbers, carpenters, locksmiths, welders,
painters, and similar skilled maintenance workers that typically require a certification or
apprenticeship.
Summary of the Chapter and Organization of the Dissertation
Chapter 1 introduced the background to the problem and articulated the statement of the
problem and the purpose of this study. It presented the theoretical underpinnings of the study.
The research hypotheses were presented, along with an overview of the pilot studies and the
design of the main study. The significance, assumptions, and definition of terms associated with
the main study were discussed to conclude this chapter. Chapter 2 presents a review of the
literature pertaining to the domains relevant to this study including skilled trades, job
engagement, managerial coaching, and job crafting. Chapter 3 will present the purpose of the
study, research hypotheses to be tested, overview and influence of the pilot studies, and design of
the main study including the research setting, population, sample frame, and sample,
measurement instruments, latent marker and demographic variables, survey design, data
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collection and analysis procedures to ensure reliability and validity, and limitations. This chapter
will conclude with a summary.
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Chapter Two - Literature Review
Introduction
This chapter reviews the literature domains relevant to examining the relationships
among managerial coaching, job engagement, and job crafting factors within the skilled trades.
The review is organized into five sections. The first section provides an overview of the skilled
trades context. The second section reviews the employee engagement and job engagement
literatures. The third section examines the literature on managerial coaching. The fourth section
reviews the literature on job crafting. The last section details the research hypotheses. The
chapter concludes with a summary.
The review of the current literature on the domains of interest was conducted using the
resources of The Robert R. Muntz Library at The University of Texas at Tyler. The databases
used for the search included Business Source Complete, SAGE: Management and Organization,
Wiley Online, Emerald, PscyINFO, ScienceDirect, and SpringerLink. The following search
terms were used to conduct this search: skilled trades, trades, electrician, engagement, employee
engagement, work engagement, job engagement, coaching, managerial coaching, manager as
coach, and job crafting. Peer-reviewed journal articles, selected general news articles and
industry sources, empirical studies, literature reviews, meta-analyses, dissertations, and books
were included in the review process.
Skilled Trades
Skilled trades workers are involved in manual labor, service sector employment that
typically requires a certification or apprenticeship, such as Heating, Ventilation, and Air
Conditioning (HVAC) mechanics, electricians, plumbers, carpenters, locksmiths, welders,
painters, and similar skilled maintenance work (Staffing Industry Analysts, 2018). Skilled trades
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workers represent the type of setting that would be conducive to research on job crafting and
engagement due to aspects of the job, nature of the work, and the organizational context (Berard,
2015; Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010; Clegg & Spencer, 2007; Cornum, Matthews, &
Seligman, 2011; Heid, 2016; Petrou et al., 2012; Sutton 2014). Job crafting occurs more
frequently when work is demanding and includes a service aspect (Clegg & Spencer, 2007), is
active, and includes factors of autonomy and pressure (Petrou et al., 2012). It has also been
empirically supported that blue collar workers participate in job crafting (Nielsen & Abildgaard,
2012) and that job crafting occurs more frequently at lower levels in an organization (Berg,
Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010).

Moreover, since there has been significant reported difficulty

in staffing for skilled trades work (Mutikani, 2014; Wright, 2013), this employee base would be
a suitable research setting for this study and also aid in determining if employee engagement
could be increased in order to improve performance and retention of this critical workforce.
The skilled trades, such as air-conditioning, plumbing, electrical, and carpentry, are also
an area in which little research has been conducted at all, particularly regarding any of the
constructs in the proposed model (Ó Murchadha & Murphy, 2018). Most empirical research on
employee engagement, job crafting, or managerial coaching has focused on professional
employees, with only a few studies focusing on low-skilled labor (Ellinger, Ellinger, & Keller,
2003; Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012). It has also been noted that it is important to closely assess
the impact of contextual variables on the meaning of engagement in research (Wang, 2018).
Skilled trades represent a unique context and a needed area of research as the skilled trades
continue to be an area in which aging workers are leaving the workforce and there is a shortage
of younger employees to take their place, resulting in an estimated loss of over $100 million over
the next five years (Bilginsoy, 2003; Shingler, 2017; Wright, 2013). In fact, it has been reported
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that it has been the most difficult segment of the employee market to staff due to the fact that this
sector also cannot typically work as late in life as other sectors (Wright, 2013). Engaging skilled
trades employees through job crafting and managerial coaching could represent a low-cost and
effective way to achieve gains in engagement in the job and the organization, thereby increasing
productivity and retention, minimizing absenteeism and turnover, and developing skills in this
needed labor pool. Understanding and capitalizing on this relationship will fill a much-needed
shortcoming in the existing research and practice.
A Review of Employee Engagement
This section and subsequent sub-sections introduce the concept of employee engagement,
review the conceptualizations of engagement, its importance, and antecedents and consequences.
Introduction to employee engagement. Kahn (1990) originally defined personal
engagement at work in 1990 as “the simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s
‘preferred self’ in task behaviors that promote connections to work and to others, personal
presence, and active full role performance” (p. 700). Kahn’s seminal grounded theory study on
employee engagement sought to explore the conditions under which employees involved their
personal selves in their work or under which they withdrew and became protective of
themselves. Kahn referred to engagement as self-in-role, which described the physical,
cognitive, and emotional facets, which people bring in or leave out with regard to their personal
selves during their work performance. Specifically, he identified three psychological conditions
necessary for engagement at work, which included meaningfulness, safety, and availability
(1990). Kahn’s work has since evolved into several conceptualizations of employee engagement
as detailed below, while his seminal theory of personal engagement is reflected in the needsatisfying conceptualization.
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Conceptualizations and measurement of employee engagement. Shuck (2011) created
a categorization of the various conceptual frameworks of employee engagement in the literature
and indicated that they include: the need-satisfying approach, the burnout-antithesis approach,
the satisfaction-engagement approach, and the multidimensional approach. Further work has
also been done to provide definitional identity to specific terms related to engagement (Shuck,
Osam, Zigarmi, & Nimon, 2017b) and to propose additional definitional aspects and support
further development in certain areas of engagement (Bailey, Madden, Alfes, & Fletcher, 2017).
Kahn and Heaphy (2014) contend that among all of the definitions, a focus on the degree of
intensity is present. Each of the categories is described below, including the associated measures
for each conceptualization, and further detail regarding defining characteristics.
Need-satisfying. Kahn (1990) theorized the construct of personal engagement (Shuck et
al., 2017b) using Goffman’s previous work (1961), which suggested that individual attachment
to and detachment from differing roles varies. This engagement or lack thereof, was a result of
an employee’s psychological condition of meaningfulness, safety, and availability (Kahn, 1990).
Meaningfulness could be seen as “a feeling that one is receiving a return on investments of one’s
self in a currency of physical, cognitive, or emotional energy…when they felt worthwhile,
useful, and valuable-as though they made a difference and were not taken for granted” (Kahn,
1990, p. 703-704). Safety involved a “sense of being able to show and employ self without fear
of negative consequences to self-image, status, or career…feel situations are trustworthy, secure,
predictable, and clear in terms of behavioral consequences” (Kahn, 1990, p. 705). Availability
was a psychological sense “of possessing the physical, emotional, and psychological resources
necessary for investing self in role performances…feel capable of driving physical, intellectual,
and emotional energies into role performance” (Kahn, 1990, p. 705).
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Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010) conceptualized engagement in this way and further
clarified the resulting behavioral energy, cognitive energy or heedfulness, and emotional energy
that makes up engagement. In this manner, employee engagement is operationalized as a
variable motivational state representing the manifestation of individual evaluations (cognitive
and affective) in regard to personal resource allocation toward work-related tasks (Christian et
al., 2011; Rich et al., 2010). Engagement has also been described as involving the interaction
between environment and person (Shuck, Rocco, & Albornoz, 2011b). Building upon Kahn’s
(1990) theory and incorporating more social focus in the environment, Soane et al. (2012)
conceptualized engagement as comprising intellectual, affective, and social aspects and their
study tested a new measure of employee engagement. Each of these interpretations rests on a
founding conceptualization of engagement as need-satisfying. The uniqueness of Kahn’s
original conception of engagement continues to be empirically and theoretically supported
(Christian et al., 2011; Rich et al., 2010; Shuck et al., 2011a) using multiple scales that rely on
this framework (Anthony-McMann, Ellinger, Astakhova, & Halbesleben, 2017).
Burnout-antithesis. Some scholars have argued that engagement is actually not a
unique and valid construct and that it is perhaps the antithesis of burnout (de Bruin & Henn,
2013; Newman, Joseph, Sparkman, & Carpenter, 2011; Shirom, 2003; Wefald & Downey 2009).
The burnout-antithesis conceptualization of work engagement (Shuck et al., 2017b) positions
engagement as the direct antithesis of burnout (Maslach et al., 2001; Cole et al., 2012) and has
been measured using the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) (2001) or the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli et al., 2002). This conceptualization of burnout-antithesis
has been interpreted by scholars such as Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker, who
conceptualize engagement as comprising energy, involvement, and efficacy and defined
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employee engagement as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized
by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Rather than a momentary and specific state, this
conceptualization of engagement refers to a more persistent and pervasive affective-cognitive
state that is not focused on any particular object, event, individual, or behavior” (2002, p. 74).
The difficulty with this conceptualization of engagement is that it is positioned as the
opposite of another construct, making it difficult to define engagement as a distinct construct
(Cole et al., 2012) as it potentially suffers significant correlation to other variables (Byrne,
Peters, & Weston, 2016). It has also been noted that this focus on burnout is inconsistent with
Kahn’s seminal conceptualization of the construct (Saks & Gruman, 2014) and Kahn himself
supported the assertion that this conceptualization was not consistent with his work (AnthonyMcMann, 2014; Kahn, 2013). Further empirical research has supported the original needsatisfying framework of personal engagement (Anthony-Mcmann et al., 2017; Carrell, 2018) and
nomonological evidence has been provided for the uniquness of an employee engagement
construct (Shuck et al., 2017b), while proposing advanced techniques to address semantic
equivalencies with other constructs (Nimon et al., 2015).
Satisfaction-engagement. Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes (2002) generated a
conceptualization of engagement, manifested from positive psychology, based on their use of the
Gallup Organization’s Work Audit survey items based on job satisfaction. As a result of their
analysis of data from this study, a revised definition of engagement was posited, such that
engagement is an individual’s involvement, satisfaction, and enthusiasm for work (Harter et al.,
2002). Other studies have also attempted to utilize items from other workplace surveys that were
not conceptualized as engagement, but as satisfaction, leading to concerns that while the findings
might be related to engagement, engagement is not actually being measured in an accurate
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conceptualization (Anthony-McMann, Ellinger, Astakhova, & Halbesleben, 2017; Robinson,
Perryman, & Hayday, 2004; Saks, 2017). It has been suggested and supported that some
measures of engagement which share high correlations with other constructs are correlated due
to the sharing of some selective characteristics or semantic equivalence (Nimon et al., 2015;
Shuck, Ghosh, Zigarmi, & Nimon, 2013; Shuck et al., 2017). Therefore, the selection of an
appropriate measure for employee engagement that is separate from constructs like satisfaction is
critical (Nimon et al., 2015).
Multidimensional. Saks (2006) built on previous definitions of the need-satisfying,
personal engagement framework (Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010; Shuck et al., 2017b) by
detailing the multidimensional components of engagement, explaining that employee
engagement can be conceptualized as “a distinct and unique construct consisting of cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral components…associated with individual role performance” (p. 602).
Shuck (2011) suggests that Sak’s conceptualization supports a seminal and needed focus on
cognitive and emotional aspects of engagement (Harter et al., 2002; Kahn, 1990; Maslach et al.,
2001; Shuck et al., 2017b), as well as behavioral components, such as absorption, similar to
Schaufeli et al. (2002) and confirmed by Rich et al.’s (2010) validation of a behavioral element.
Saks also differentiated between job engagement and organization engagement and
empirically demonstrated that these could be independent and unique constructs, suggesting that
job engagement was in regard to an employee’s work-related role and organization engagement
was related to the employee’s role as a member of the organizational system (Saks, 2006; Saks,
2019).
Importance of employee engagement. The concept of employee engagement has
gained considerable attention in the scholarly and practitioner literatures (Ladyshewsky &
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Taplin, 2017; Saks & Gruman, 2014; The Impact of Employee Engagement on Performance,
2013; Whittington, Meskelis, Asare, & Beldona, 2017) and focus among academics and
practitioners has only grown (Madden & Bailey, 2017; Saks & Gruman, 2014). From 2013 to
present, it has remained a top organizational concern and among the most popular topics in HRD
literature (Wang, 2018).
Engagement of employees has been an increased concern of organizational leaders and
managers in response to reports of the significant cost of disengaged workers, such as the Gallup
organization’s estimate that actively disengaged workers cost the United States economy about
$300 billion (Krueger & Killham, 2005). The percentage of disengaged workers has also not
improved (Mann & Harter, 2016), leading to increasing costs and concern. Organizational
leaders and managers also look to engagement as a measure to build a positive work
environment. Recently, initiatives such as employee engagement surveys have proliferated in
the workplace. However, the results of such initiatives are often questioned as it appears that
organizations are increasing in their measurement of engagement, but not successfully improving
actual levels of engagement (Galagan, 2015; Mann & Harter, 2016). Many challenges associated
with influencing employee engagement have been articulated, such as complex management
practices that are contested, emergent, locally enacted, and context specific (Jenkins &
Delbridge, 2013), and situational opportunities and constraints that affect organizational behavior
(Johns, 2006).
Outcomes of Employee Engagement. Empirically, employee engagement has been
associated with an array of positive work-related outcomes at both the individual and
organizational levels. Individual outcomes include increased job performance (Bakker & Bal,
2010; Chaurasia & Shukla, 2013; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008; Kim, 2017; Rich et al., 2010;
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Salanova et al., 2005; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008; Zhong et al., 2017), including in-role and extrarole tasks, adaptability, and innovation (Bailey et al., 2017), creativity (Bakker & Xanthopoulou,
2013), productivity (Saks, 2006), and personal initiative (Hakanen, Perhoniemi, & ToppinenTanner, 2008). Engagement has significantly mediated the relationship between empowering
work conditions and work effectiveness with experienced employees (Spence Laschinger, Wilk,
Cho, & Greco, 2009). Engagement has been correlated with increased organizational citizenship
behaviors (OCB) and as a mediating factor between job characteristics and OCB and increased
performance ratings from supervisors (Alfes, Shantz, Truss, & Soane, 2013; Hakanen,
Perhoniemi, & Toppinen-Tanner, 2008; Shantz et al., 2013). Engagement has also been
correlated with, discretionary effort and affective commitment (Shuck & Wollard, 2010),
decreased turnover intentions (Bal, De Cooman, & Mol, 2013; Harter et al., 2002; Kim, 2017;
Zhong et al., 2017), and fewer accidents (Harter et al., 2002). Meta-analyses and recent
empirical findings have confirmed a relationship between engagement and performance,
turnover intentions, health, commitment, and life satisfaction (Baily et al., 2017; Christian et al.,
2011; Halbesleben, 2010; Shuck et al., 2017a; Lee et al., 2019). Recent research has connected
cognitive engagement with psychological well-being (Joo, Zigarmi, Nimon, & Shuck, 2017) and
employee engagement with knowledge sharing and innovative work behavior (Kim & Park,
2017) and career satisfaction and commitment (Khan & Lakshmi, 2018; Lee & Eissenstat, 2018).
This work has answered calls to address employee interests in employee engagement in addition
to organizational interests (Valentin, 2014).
Organizational outcomes of engagement include greater customer focus and satisfaction
(Chalofsky, 2010; Harter et al., 2002; Menguc, Auh, Fisher, & Haddad, 2012), and improved
financial performance (Czarnowsky, 2008; Harter et al., 2002; Wagner & Harter, 2006;
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Xanthopoulou et al., 2009b). In its totality, an engaged workforce can significantly contribute to
competitive advantage (Macey & Schneider, 2008), customer loyalty, quality care, and team
performance (Bailey et al., 2017), and organizational sustainability (Khan & Lakshmi, 2018).
Empirical research on antecedents of employee engagement. As empirical research
has endeavored to uncover outcomes associated with engagement, antecedents of employee
engagement have also been identified and some have been empirically researched (Kahn, 1990;
Saks & Gruman, 2011; Shuck et al., 2011a). Meaningfulness, safety, and availability were
identified early as antecedents to engagement (Kahn, 1990; Saks & Gruman, 2011; Saks &
Gruman, 2014), while more recently, meaningfulness mediated the relationship between
perceived opportunities for development and job engagement when a positive relationship with
one’s supervisor was present (Fletcher, 2019). Kahn and Heaphy (2014) contend that often
belongingness is overlooked, which occurs as employees interact with leaders to make meaning.
Wollard and Shuck (2011) summarized antecedents to employee engagement from the
literature and categorized them as individual or organizational. Individual antecedents that have
been empirically supported include absorption, dedication, higher levels of corporate citizenship,
involvement in meaningful work, linked individual and organizational goals, vigor, work-life
balance, core self-evaluation, value congruence, and perceived organizational support (Wollard
& Shuck, 2011). Shuck, Reio, and Rocco (2011a) identified antecedents of affective
commitment, perceived psychological climate, and job fit. Schedule satisfaction and job clarity
have also been empirically supported as antecedents of employee engagement (James et al.,
2011). Other individual differences, such as self-evaluations, conscientiousness, positive affect,
and proactive personality (Bledow, Schmitt, Frese, & Kuhnel, 2011; Christian et al., 2011; Rich
et al., 2010; Saks & Gruman, 2011) and personal resources, such as self-efficacy, organization-
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based self-esteem, optimism, resilience, and proactive coping (Angelo & Chambel, 2014; Bailey
et al., 2017; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009a; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009b; Xanthopoulou et al., 2013),
also feature as antecedents of engagement in empirical research, although this research is limited
(Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks & Gruman, 2014). Most recently, career identity has also been
empirically supported as an antecedent to engagement (Lee et al., 2018).
Organizational antecedents that have been empirically supported include authentic
corporate culture, clear expectations, corporate social responsibility, job characteristics, job fit,
level of task challenge, manager expectations, manager self-efficacy, perception of workplace
safety, positive workplace climate, rewards, supportive organizational culture, and use of
strengths (Wollard & Shuck, 2011). Workplace and HR flexibility (Bal & deLange, 2015; PittCatsouphes & Matz-Costa, 2008) and internal communications (Karanges, Beatson, Johnston, &
Lings, 2014) have also been linked as antecedents of engagement. High-performance HR
practices, including selective staffing, training (James et al., 2011), internal mobility,
employment security, clear job descriptions, results-oriented appraisals, incentive rewards, and
participation have also been identified as organizational antecedents to engagement (Zhong et al.,
2016), as well as job resources, such as appreciation, innovativeness, skill variety, craftsmanship,
pride in the profession, and positive feedback (Bakker et al., 2007; Hakanen, Perhoniemi, &
Toppinen-Tanner, 2008; Hakanen; Schaufeli, & Ahola, 2008; Kim, 2017), supervisory and
colleague support, feedback, and autonomy (Bailey et al., 2017), organizational procedural
justice (Kim & Park, 2017), and diversity and inclusion (Wang, 2018). Additionally, work
engagement has been a strong mediator of the relationship between supervisor and family
support and work-family enrichment, at a greater level than other antecedents alone, such as
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family friendly organizational policies, supervisor support, job autonomy, and family support on
work family enrichment (Siu et al., 2010).
Other researchers have categorized antecedents of employee engagement as job
resources, challenging job demands, or leadership (Bakker et al., 2011; Christian et al., 2011;
Crawford et al., 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks & Gruman, 2014). Specific job resources
and challenges have been detailed in the previous categories of individual or organizational
antecedents. However, it is also noteworthy that the supervisor relationship and supervisor
leadership style have demonstrated a significant correlation with increased engagement (Baily et
al., 2017; James, McKechnie, & Swanberg, 2011; Leary et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2019).
Supervisor support has been associated with increases in employee engagement (Lee et al.,
2018). Most recently, supervisory coaching, using LeBlanc’s 1994 scale, and performance
feedback, have been supported as a mediator between transformational leadership and work
engagement and further, work engagement has empirically mediated the relationship between
supervisory coaching and performance feedback and turnover intention (Lee et al., 2019).
However, the need for explicating the relationship between leadership and employee engagement
has been articulated, as well as doing so through a multidimensional lens (Carasco-Saul, Kim, &
Kim, 2015; Wang, 2018).
It can be tempting, but an oversimplification to assume that job resources and limitation
of demands are equivalent to engagement. While the Job Demands-Resources theory
demonstrates increasing resources and decreasing demands are related to higher levels of
engagement, the JD-R theory is not synonymous with engagement as it is incomplete in
explaining engagement and in some instances inconsistent (Crawford et al., 2010; Hakanen et al.,
2006; Janssen, 2000). As an example, sometimes increasing demands, such as challenges and
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workload can increase engagement (Crawford et al., 2010). It is important to explicate which
demands and resources may serve to effect engagement and in what manner.
Managerial coaching has not been fully explored in the literature as an antecedent to
employee engagement and only recently is beginning to be explored in varied contexts with
different measurements (Carrell, 2018, Ellinger et al., 2012; Ladyshewsky & Taplin, 2017).
Managerial coaching is a developmental approach to leadership that may build structural job
resources and promote seeking challenges. Managers acting as coach may assist in development
of individual differences or personal resources that would act as a mediator to employee
engagement. Many managerial coaching outcomes are related to engagement or may be
antecedents to engagement (Beattie et al., 2014). Due to empirically established relationships
between engagement and positive multi-level outcomes, engagement is an important desired
result for Human Resource Development initiatives, such as managerial coaching (Shuck &
Wollard, 2008). Other HRD interventions aimed at engagement have been linked with
demonstrated improvements in engagement and retaining and nurturing talent (Bailey et al.,
2017; Gupta, 2018; Lee, Kwon, Kim, & Cho, 2016; Shuck, Twyford, Reio, & Shuck, 2014).
Managerial coaching could be an important, but currently under-researched antecedent to
employee engagement. Moreover, explicating this relationship and specifically addressing job
engagement outcomes as independent from organization engagement is needed (Saks, 2006).
The calls for clearer definitions regarding types of engagement and answers to what
leads to increases in employee engagement, addressing a perceived overreliance on ‘pernicious
positive psychology’, and the need for more properly constructed studies of employee
engagement are still being made in order to inform policies and practices to advance workplace
relations, well-being, and performance (Purcell, 2014). An overreliance on simpler, cross-
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sectional studies on engagement has also prompted calls for more robust, high-quality,
longitudinal studies that use measures other than UWES and focus on more delineated and lessused definitions, such as Saks definition of job engagement, and to explore initiatives aimed at
enhancing engagement and compare potential antecedents in various industries, jobs, and
cultural settings (Bailey et al., 2017; Truss et al., 2013).
A Review of Managerial Coaching
This section and subsequent sub-sections introduce the concept of coaching, the historical
context of coaching, types of coaching in general, and managerial coaching more specifically. It
then proceeds to overview the state of the managerial coaching literature, including definitions,
behaviors, importance and outcomes of managerial coaching.
Introduction to coaching. In general, coaching has been defined as the “process of
equipping people with the tools, knowledge, and opportunities they need to develop themselves
and become more effective” (Peterson & Hicks, 1996, p. 41). This concept differs from
mentoring in that there is not an extensive long-term, whole-person approach (Fletcher &
Mullen, 2012). Mentoring definitions often stress the centrality of and uniqueness of each
mentor-protégé relationship and although each includes knowledge sharing and an asymmetrical,
but reciprocal relationship, the emotional, psychosocial, and instrumental or career-relation vary
(Eby, Rhodes, & Allen, 2007). Mentoring can be conducted by anyone and is also aimed at
broader goals of socialization, as well as management development, and political understanding
(Joo et al., 2012). Coaching also differs from counseling or therapy in a similar manner as
counseling and therapy are broader in treatment than coaching (Ellinger & Kim, 2014).
Empirical research has indicated that coaching is seen as an intervention that works and
has been adopted as a commodity due to its accepted value and effectiveness (Bennett & Bush,
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2009). According to Bennett and Bush (2009), “multinational corporations ranked coaching as
one of the top ten learning methods, with 81% of the organizations surveyed saying that
coaching was linked to their talent management initiatives” (p. 4). Coaching has become more
prevalent in the literature, as well as grown in business practice to a multi-billion dollar industry
owing to the need for more developmental roles throughout organizations (Cox, Bachkirova, &
Clutterbuck, 2014; Ellinger, Beattie, & Hamlin, 2014; Gray & Goregaokar, 2010; McGuire &
Kissack, 2015).
Historical context of coaching. As early as the 1840s, the idea of a coach was used in
the educational sense at Oxford University to describe a tutor who worked to prepare students for
exams (Hagen, 2012). As a result, coaching was used in the tutoring sense, as well as athletic
training, broadening the existing concept of the term. In the early 1900s, DeBower and Jones
first began to use the word in a managerial context to describe a specific set of managerial
activities. DeBower and Jones used the term to describe a sales manager’s activity in motivating
and directing a sales force to improve sales (Hagen, 2012).
In the 1950s, the concept of coaching began to emerge in the business literature and
appeared much like a master-apprentice relationship. In the 1970s, the idea of coaching in the
workplace borrowed much from sports coaching (Evered & Selman, 1989; Bennett & Bush,
2009) and became more focused on performance, often zeroing in on addressing failures in
executives’ job performance (Feldman & Lankau, 2005).
The 1980s saw a shift towards coaching as a training intervention (Evered & Selman,
1989) and as a result, coaching training programs proliferated (Bennett & Bush, 2009). Only at
the turn of the century did the role of the manager as coach evolve and broaden to be centrally
focused on facilitation of learning (Ellinger & Bostrom, 1999). Empirical research indicates that
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coaching can increase motivation (Kim et al., 2013b), team performance (Hagen & Aguilar,
2012), and offers valuable experiential learning mechanisms (McCarthy & Milner, 2013).
Types of coaching. It is also important to differentiate among the various types or
genres of coaching. Naughton (2002) highlighted the many examples of coaching relationships
when he detailed that “there are life coaches, relationship coaches, money coaches, dating
coaches, spiritual coaches, weight-loss coaches, peak-performance coaches, coaches for students,
coaches for professionals, coaches for therapists, and even coaches for coaches” (p. 24-25).
Some of the most readily recognized types of coaching include executive coaching, life
coaching, business coaching, mentoring, as well as coaching types that are specific in scope or
participants, along with managerial coaching.
Life coaching is a broader concept that addresses all aspects of a coachee’s life, aimed at
bringing about life transforming experiences and maximizing personal potential (Hamlin et al.,
2008; International Coaching Federation, 2007; Zeus & Skiffington, 2000). Business coaching is
an organizational intervention to help business owners or managers develop, promote, and grow
their business (Beattie et al., 2014; Hamlin et al., 2008; Zeus & Skiffington, 2000).
Executive coaching gained popularity in the 1990’s due to the reported failure of
approximately 50% of executives due to a paucity of leadership skills as opposed to technical
skills (Hogan et al., 1994). Executive coaching occurs when an external professional is hired in
order to improve professional performance and management skills of top-level or rising
executives, with the goal of organizational effectiveness (Hamlin et al., 2008; Kilburg, 2000;
Orenstein, 2002). This coaching is aimed at ensuring the most optimal performance of the
executive and often connects them with others outside the organization deemed to be experts in
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the area of high-level leadership and the issues and decisions associated with this level of
position.
Managerial coaching. Managerial coaching emerged from within the related fields of
executive coaching and mentoring (Joo et al., 2012) as an effective behavior at the core of
management and leadership (Bond & Seneque, 2012; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012; Kim et al.,
2013a). There are specific benefits to the use of managers as coaches, as opposed to external
consultants. First, coaching through existing managers is less cost-intensive. Therefore, it can
be used more thoroughly, at various levels of the organization, and not be restricted due to cost
constraints. Secondly, it often develops the managers who learn to coach and the employees
being coached (Anderson, 2013; Leonard-Cross, 2010; Segers & Inceoglu, 2012). Lastly, there
also less coordination required since all parties work for the same organization, the context is
already understood, and rapport may already exist (McCarthy & Milner, 2013). Time does not
have to be spent familiarizing the coach with the industry or company specifics, as they have
typically already been indoctrinated in the organizational culture and policies. The manager
serving as coach may also have greater insight into the industry or company specifics and their
implications for the employee (Mukherjee, 2012). Indeed, managers are increasingly being
asked to assume more developmental roles as traditional human resource functions are being
devolved to the frontline (McGuire & Kissack, 2015).
Definitions of managerial coaching. Managerial coaching has been defined as "a
manager or supervisor serving as a coach or facilitator of learning in the workplace setting, in
which he or she enacts specific behaviors that enable his/her employees to learn and develop"
(Ellinger et al., 2011, p. 69). Managerial coaching occurs when a supervisor acts as coach to an
individual who reports directly to him/her, at any level of an organization (Hagen, 2012; Joo et
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al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013b; Wheeler, 2011). This managerial coaching is focused on specific
and immediate "here and now" work-related issues (Bond & Seneque, 2012; Kim et al., 2013a).
It is focused on development in the workplace and includes a particular orientation toward
performance improvement (Anderson, 2013). Kim et al. (2013a), provided a useful distinction
of managerial coaching in that “managerial coaching commonly emphasizes proximal, task
relevant improvement through feedback immediacy and is most often framed as a behavior or set
of behaviors rather than a holistic developmental strategy (p. 316).”
At present, no single definition has been universally agreed upon from among the many
that have been posed, whether through facilitation of learning or more sales or sports influenced
definitions (David & Matu, 2013; Lawrence, 2017). Measurement scales also vary based on the
definition used (Hagen & Peterson, 2016). However, the concept of managerial coaching has
evolved to include any day-to-day, experiential processes that are engaged in to help empower
employees, make them self-aware and encourage them to learn, while providing the resources
and relationships necessary to do so. All of this is done with the end goal to improve their work
performance and enhance learning (Ellinger, Hamlin, & Beattie, 2008; Grant, 2010).
Managerial coaching behavior. Managerial coaching has been recognized as early as
1997 as the manager acting as a facilitator of learning by behaving in ways that enable
employees to learn and develop skills and abilities related to the work environment (Ellinger,
1997; Ellinger & Bostrom, 1999; Ellinger et al., 2011; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012). While there is
plenty of commentary in the literature that explains how managerial coaching differs from
executive coaching, mentoring, and the like, it has been most clearly differentiated based on
specific behaviors of the manager, including facilitation and empowerment (Ellinger & Bostrom,
1999). In essence, the coaching behaviors evaluated in the literature are shared in common
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amongst managers as coach and become quite apparently unique from other relationships as
these behaviors are observed.
Anderson (2013, p. 257) framed managerial coaching as "involving a range of behaviors
comprising a development orientation, a performance orientation, planning and goal setting, and
feedback processes" following the results on an empirical study into the behaviors that contribute
to its practice. This broader framework encompasses the range of skills and behaviors suggested
by many key studies such as Orth, Wilkinson, and Benefari (1987), Hunt and Weintraub (2002),
and Hamlin, Ellinger, and Beattie (2009). Examples of specific facilitation and empowerment
behaviors of managerial coaching most often recognized include providing feedback to
employees, working it out together – walking it through, creating and promoting a learning
environment, and question framing to encourage employees to think through issues (Ellinger &
Bostrom, 1999).
Several studies have focused on the behaviors associated with managerial coaching and
collectively support that creating a learning environment, caring and supporting staff, providing
feedback, communicating, and providing resources including other people, are the behaviors
associated with managerial coaching (Beattie et al., 2014). This set of behaviors demonstrates
the uniqueness of managerial coaching from that of other constructs, such as leader-member
exchange or mentoring.
Importance of managerial coaching. Managerial coaching has, at the very least,
historically been used to remediate ineffective behaviors to enhance work performance and
effectiveness (Bennett & Bush, 2009). However, its importance is more recently being
highlighted in many other ways. One study reporting on a survey of 219 executives found that
82 percent of respondents found coaching to be critical to a manager's success, and 93 percent
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believed that coaching and feedback were needed for employees to improve their performance
(Longenecker, 2010). More recently, a CIPD Learning and Development Survey reported that
80 percent of organizations in the United Kingdom expect their managers to coach (2015;
Lawrence, 2017). Due to increasing organizational focus on workplace learning and change and
the devolving of responsibilities traditionally performed by HRD practitioners to managers (Liu
& Batt, 2010; Kim, 2014), the need for managers to coach their employees is being more steadily
expected (David & Cimpean, 2018).
This empirically reported recognition of the criticality of managerial coaching may be
because motivation is increased when managers increase employee expectations and satisfaction
through coaching (Kim et al., 2013b). When motivations are engaged, the employee is much
more likely to attempt to affect positive alterations to their work efforts. Employees often value
the increased expectations because it allows them to learn from their coach. This relationship is
highly valued and among the most important and empowering relationships in their lives (Evered
& Selman, 1989).
Although some studies have shown that managerial coaching is not a panacea for every
situation (Grant, 2010), these studies have had limitations that could provide important indicators
as to the specifics of when coaching should be applied, in what manner, and to what end. For
example, if an organization already has an imbedded learning culture, which the employees
embrace, the employees have generally been at the organization for a significant period of time,
and the organization already invests in social capital, managerial coaching initiatives may be
most appropriately applied selectively rather than exhaustively (Ellinger et al., 2011).
Managerial coaching may also have an additive effect or take time to grow and develop; one
study found that "it takes about six months for the benefits of on-the-job coaching to become
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salient" (Grant, 2010, p. 73). Perhaps, the lack of extended longitudinal studies has caused a
failure to capture the length of time it takes to see the results of a coaching intervention (Grant,
2010; Joo et al., 2012). It is shown that self-efficacy improves in the short-term (Nieminen,
Smerek, Kotrba, & Denison, 2013); perhaps it takes a bit longer for that self-efficacy to manifest
itself in improved performance. In light of recent studies, self-efficacy has demonstrated a
significant relationship to managerial coaching (Anderson 2013; Grant 2010; Leonard-Cross,
2010), even fully mediating the relationship between managerial coaching and behavioral and
results performance (Pousa & Mathieu, 2015), and could impact situational factors in the
particular context of study.
In its totality, the literature strongly supports the value of managerial coaching, although
more specific research explicating paths to positive outcomes, particularly through mediated
models is necessary (Pousa & Mathieu, 2015). Longenecker (2010) reported the following quote
in support of linking the manager as coach to an employees’ ability to impact their own
performance:
Employees cannot improve their performance if they don’t know there is a need to do so,
if they don’t know what to change, if they don’t know how to change or if they lack the
proper support and reinforcement for effective performance.
It has been reported that managers should adopt coaching because of coaching’s contributions to
productivity and performance (Ellinger et al., 2008; Wheeler, 2011). If a manager’s greatest
responsibility is to increase profitability through improved performance, as is suggested by the
prevalence of performance and profit measurement in organizations, then coaching should be
adopted by managers in order to achieve those goals.
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Managerial coaching is generally conceived to be a valuable intervention (Longenecker,
2010) as demonstrated by significant efforts in building coaching capability and positive related
outcomes (CIPD Learning and Development Survey, 2006, 2007; Cox, Bachkirova, &
Clutterbuck, 2014). The aim of managerial coaching initiatives is most frequently focused on
improving communication skills (72%), career development (58%), and improving individual
performance (46%) (Chong, Yuen, Tan, Zarim, & Hamid, 2016). Therefore, managers are
expected to coach and be adept at applying coaching skills on the job to improve performance.
This increasing emphasis can be attributed to a consistent requirement for workplace learning
and innovation in order to sustain competitive advantage (Kim, 2014). Managerial coaching is
beneficial in the offering of experiential learning, which may prove to be one of the most
effective learning mechanisms (McCarthy & Milner, 2013). When an adult learner takes part in
a learning experience, he/she is much more likely to engage more deeply in the learning
experience and internalize the new knowledge or skill.
In addition to the expectation that managers should coach in order to aid in the learning
and development of their employees, managers are also expected to coach in order to retain
talent (Ellinger et al., 2008). Managerial coaching improves the employees’ skills and helps
them build stronger relationships with their manager. The managerial coach should also be
assisting employees in building other relationships (Anderson, 2013; Leonard-Cross, 2010;
Longenecker, 2010; Rocereto, Mosca, Forquer Gupta, & Rosenberg, 2011) and utilizing
organizational benefits and resources (Lee, 2018) to assist in their development. In doing so,
employees should become more motivated, dedicated, and skilled. This will likely increase their
organizational commitment, as well as develop their skills to further their career within the
organization (Kim et al., 2013a; Kim et al., 2013b).
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Managers must influence people, grow and develop others, and gain trust (Ladyshewsky,
2010). They also must improve their interpersonal skills, listening skills and confidence in
themselves while attempting to move towards transformational leadership (McCarthy & Milner,
2013; Milner & McCarthy, 2016). All of these skills necessary of a manager can be developed
through the process of the manager participating in coaching with their employees (Mukherjee,
2012; Milner & McCarthy, 2016). Managers should be included in development programs in
order to assume these changing roles with their employees (Ellinger & Bostrom, 1999; Ellinger
et al., 2011; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012; McCarthy & Milner, 2013). Although the importance of
coaching is recognized, managers rarely engage in coaching behaviors due to various resistors
and often do not demonstrate the flexible coaching skills needed (DuPlessis, Carrell, & Kincade,
2015; Grant, 2016; McCarthy & Milner, 2013). As managerial coaching is increasingly relevant
for retention and to increase the value of training and knowledge transfer, more empirical
evidence is needed to support this fundamental intervention (Zuniga-Collazos & CastilloPalacio, 2019).
Empirical research on outcomes of managerial coaching. Outcomes of managerial
coaching have been explored through a number of empirical studies and have also been assessed
in a recent literature review (Lawrence, 2017). Early in the study of managerial coaching, Good
(1993) found that time invested by sales managers in coaching did impact sales skill.
Furthermore, managerial coaching behavior has been correlated with an increase in sales
(Graham, Wedman, & Garvin-Kester, 1994). Ellinger (2003) also found that knowledge sharing,
cost savings, and systems improvement were connected with managerial coaching interventions,
as well as job satisfaction and performance (Ellinger, Ellinger, & Keller, 2003).
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Hannah (2004) found that managerial coaching behavior was associated with enhanced
competence in role and also associated with customer satisfaction and Har (2008) found
managerial coaching associated with increases in organizational commitment and decreased
turnover intentions. Subsequent studies have also supported outcomes of improved employee
performance and reduced turnover (Palmer & Dunford, 2008).
Front line service employee customer service quality has been empirically connected
with managerial coaching (Elmadag, Ellinger, & Franke, 2008; Sun, Hsu, & Wang, 2012) and
the empirical body of literature suggests that managerial coaching improves performance of the
individual, as well as the team and organization (Gilley et al., 2010; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012).
Self-efficacy has been associated with managerial coaching in several studies (Campbell &
Evans, 2016; Grant, 2010; Leonard-Cross, 2010; Pousa & Mathieu, 2015) and an association
between managerial coaching and perceived work-life balance support has also been supported
(Rocereto et al., 2011).
Studies have shown that managerial coaching can be a strong developmental intervention
in bringing about employee learning and bolstering employee performance when applied
appropriately (Ellinger et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2013a; Kim et al., 2013b). Managerial coaching
increases role clarity, satisfaction and work attitudes, and organizational commitment (Kim et al.,
2013a; Kim et al., 2013b; Segers & Inceoglu, 2012; Woo, 2017). Empirical research supports
that managerial coaching not only increases motivation and satisfaction with work (Kim et al.,
2013b), but also offers valuable experiential learning mechanisms (McCarthy & Milner, 2013).
Cross-cultural comparisons of empirical studies support the view that coaching is an
essential core activity for managers (Hamlin, Ellinger, & Beattie, 2006; Kim et al., 2013b).
More recently, managerial coaching has been linked to satisfaction with work and organizational
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commitment and performance (Kim, 2014). Pousa and Mathieu (2014) found that managerial
coaching not only improved performance, but also aided in developing customer orientation and
reducing opportunistic behavior (sales orientation). Liu and Batt’s (2014) study demonstrated an
association between managerial coaching and reduced call handling time. Kalkavan and Katrinli
(2014) found support for an association between managerial coaching and role clarity,
satisfaction, career commitment, organizational commitment, and performance.
Huang and Hsieh (2015) performed a study in the service industry and found managerial
coaching positively related to in role behaviors and proactive career behaviors. Psychological
empowerment fully mediated the relationship between managerial coaching and in role
behaviors and partially mediated the relationship between managerial coaching and proactive
career behaviors (Huang & Hsieh, 2015). Organizational citizenship behaviors extended to
individuals and the organization have also been correlated with managerial coaching (Kim &
Kuo, 2015) and increased power distance has been shown to strengthen this relationship (Ali &
Aziz, 2018). In Kim’s more recent study (2015), in role performance was not correlated with
managerial coaching until trustworthiness was used as a mediator. Then, the relationship was
significant. Affective trust in supervisors has also been supported as a mediator between
managerial coaching skills and impression management feedback seeking behavior in a service
context (Hsieh & Huang, 2018).
More recently, employee behavior and sales performance (Dahling et al., 2016; Pousa,
Mathieu, & Trepanier, 2017) have been associated with managerial coaching. Ladyshewsky and
Taplin (2017) found a connection between managerial coaching and work engagement using the
UWES scale, however, the subscales of the Measurement Model of Coaching Skills (MMCS) by
Park and colleagues used failed, requiring further study. One study differentiated facilitative
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managerial coaching from guidance and inspirational managerial coaching and found that only
facilitative managerial coaching supported increases in success-oriented goal orientation (Kunst,
van Woerkom, & van Kollenburg, 2018).
Recent studies have also explored the effect of managerial coaching on others. One study
that explored the effect of managerial coaching on the coaching manager found that managerial
coaching was related to personal accomplishments and then to job satisfaction. Conversely,
managerial coaching was also related to manager role overload and work fatigue. Lower levels
of perceived organizational support strengthened the effect on role overload and weakened the
effect on personal accomplishments (She et al., 2019). Another study suggested that managers
who report regular coaching behavior were motivated by the outcomes achieved by their
employees, including increased innovation and readiness for change, and took delight in their
transformation and improved relationships and trust, but also cited time constraints and their role
as manager as increasing demands (McCarthy & Milner, 2019).
Another study supported a direct effect of managerial coaching on team and individual
learning and team reflexivity as a substantial mediator of the relationship between managerial
coaching and team learning and individual reflexivity. Further, both individual and team
reflexivity co-acted as mediators of the relationship between managerial coaching and individual
learning (Matsuo, 2018). Managerial coaching has also been related to unit level performance
(Tanskanen, Makela, & Viitala, 2019).
Despite these studies, scholars have lamented the need for more rigorous, empirical
research on the efficacy of managerial coaching and its relationship with other work-related
outcomes, particularly employee engagement, due to the relationship of employee engagement
with a variety of positive outcomes (Agarwal, Angst, & Magni, 2009; Cox et al., 2014; Gilley et
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al., 2010; Hagen, 2012; Kim, 2014; Ladyshewsky & Taplin, 2017; McCarthy & Milner, 2013).
Furthermore, the results of several studies demonstrate a potential indirect or delayed link
between managerial coaching and these positive outcomes (Grant, 2010; Joo et al., 2012; Kim,
2015) and potential for gendered outcomes (Pousa & Richards, 2018). This demonstrates a need
to study factors that might influence these relationships and the outcomes of interest (Batson &
Yoder, 2012; Ellinger, Beattie, Hamlin, Wang, & Trolan, 2006; Hagen, 2012). Future research is
needed to investigate potential intervening variables and mediating constructs between
managerial coaching and engagement, as well as to explore various contexts, particularly in
longitudinal studies (Kim, 2014; Carrell, 2018).
A Review of Work Design and Job Crafting
This section and subsequent sub-sections introduce the study of work design, the concept
of job crafting, and the conceptualization of job crafting and supporting theory. It then proceeds
to overview the importance of job crafting, antecedents, outcomes, and contextual factors.
Introduction to Work Design. Technostructural interventions in Organizational
Development have been receiving increased focus due to the importance of productivity and
organizational effectiveness issues that effect all organizations (Cummings & Worley, 2014).
Work design is a significant component of technostructural interventions and has been used as a
strategy to focus on generating high levels of employee fulfillment and productivity by designing
work within the organization to achieve organizational goals and employee well-being (Parker,
Wall, & Cordery, 2001). Work design has been defined by Parker as “the content and
organization of one’s work tasks, activities, relationships, and responsibilities” (2014, p. 662)
and has a rich history of being used to improve productivity, beginning in 1776 with Adam
Smith promoting the division of labor to increase efficiency (Cummings & Worley, 2014).
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Traditional job design placed the manager in the role of job crafter, organizing tasks and
effecting employee motivation through the changing of task features and subsequently working
to understand how the employee experiences their job (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Near the
turn of the century, it was noted that recognition of employee experiences as ranging from a job
to a career to a calling was occurring (Wrzesniewski, McCauley, Rozin, & Schwartz, 1997) and
work design had failed to keep up with changes occurring in organizations (Parker, Wall, &
Cordery, 2001).
As a result, motivational and sociotechnical systems became the focus in work design,
along with employee empowerment as a popular factor of consideration (Parker, Wall, &
Cordery, 2001). Expanded models of work design highlighted the need to recognize the
individual aspects of the job related to the employee and the employee’s involvement in the
formation of the job functions. Parker, Wall, and Cordery (2001) provided an expanded model
of work design to more thoroughly explicate the previously understood aspects to include those
related to individual-level, group-level, and bottom-up strategies. This expanded model also
detailed potential antecedents, work characteristics, outcomes, and contingencies. Further,
relational job design began to be linked to motivation and positive service interactions (Grant,
2007). Engagement and proactive personality have also been a recent consideration that has
challenged the traditional, top-down theories on job design (Bakker et al., 2012). As a result of
the focus on empowerment, engagement, and proactive personality in job design, job crafting
emerged as a potentially valuable approach to work design.
Introduction to job crafting. In 2001, Wrzesniewski and Dutton defined job crafting
and went on to describe job crafting as revising individuals’ work identities as well as work
meanings, differing in a number of ways from traditional work design (Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
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2001). Job crafting was not only bottom-up, but depicted the employees as agents of their own
job, not “lumps of clay, ready to be shaped by all those around them” (Bell & Staw, 1989, p.
232). It also allowed for the cognitive element in which employees attempt to draw meaning
into their work.
This construct did have some roots in earlier work related to innovation, role making,
personal initiative, organizational citizenship behaviors, and task revision (Bell & Staw, 1989;
Black & Ashford, 1995; Katz & Kahn, 1966; Nicholson, 1984; Staw & Boettger, 1990). Earlier
work on job design (Hackman & Oldham, 1980) and social information processing (Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978) also contributed to the previous understanding of alterations to job functions,
however the Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) definition of the construct of job crafting
represented distinct differences from these earlier ideas.
Job crafting as theorized by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), has been described by
Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) as “self-initiated change behaviors that employees engage in
with the aim to align their jobs with their own preferences, motives, and passions” (p. 173). This
is a unique approach in which an employee is able to manage his/her job in such a way to
increase satisfaction and subsequently, engagement and performance. It has been proposed that
most people who are motivated to control their work in some way can participate in job crafting
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).
One study found that 79% of the given sample felt they had the opportunity to job craft
and as much as 78% of the sample reported at least one job crafting attempt in the past twelve
months (Lyons, 2008). Another study showed a higher level of recall when daily reporting was
used (Petrou et al., 2012). Job crafting represents a dynamic facet to an employee’s potential
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work experience offering the ability for them to create “gain spirals” and has garnered recent
attention in the work design and HRD literature (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Lee & Lee, 2018).
Conceptualizations of job crafting. The Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001)
conceptualization of the construct of job crafting as “physical and cognitive changes individuals
make in the task or relational boundaries of their work” (p. 179) represents distinct differences
from earlier ideas. It described job crafting as fluid and recurring. It is not a single, intentionally
deeply thoughtful act, but can occur quite frequently and informally. It can increase and
decrease depending on the context, the employee, and changes in the organization. This fluidity
also presents an opportunity for the employee to use job crafting in times of organizational
change (Grant & Parker, 2009). This could represent a valuable coping mechanism during
dynamic or turbulent times. As a result of these characteristics, job crafting is also less formal.
In fact, sometimes it is not noticed and can be difficult to recognize without a purposeful aim to
find it. Job crafting is also more flexible, as it relies on the employee as actor. It can occur at
varying levels within the organization and it is not reserved for employees at upper management
levels. No matter who the employee, some level of job crafting is possible (Tims et al., 2012).
Job crafting can also be performed individually as initially described and conceptualized, or in a
group, collaboratively with others.
Due to the flexibility of job crafting, it is also important to recognize that it is not limited
to positive outcomes for the organization. An employee could potentially craft his/her job in
such a way to minimize his/her expectations (demands) and shift work to others. This action
could be secretive and lead to procrastination or feelings of role ambiguity and unfairness,
upsetting group dynamics (Petrou et al., 2012). The flexibility of the construct demonstrates the
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importance of the manner in which it is treated and investigated moving forward and is also a
testament to its likely representation of a complex reality.
JD-R Theory and job crafting. The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti,
Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) has evolved into the Job Demands-Resources theory
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) and is most often used to underpin the job crafting construct. This
theory describes the relationships among job and personal resources, job crafting, and
motivation-related constructs and job demands and strain, and the subsequent relationship of
motivation and strain on job performance outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). The JD-R
theory classifies job characteristics as job resources or job demands. Job resources are items that
help to achieve work goals, reduce job demands and associated costs of that demand, and foster
growth, learning, and development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job demands are components
of the job that require extended physical or psychological effort or skill. Each of these two
characteristics can be managed in varying ways in a job crafting scenario. It is suggested
through the JD-R theory, scale development, and empirical studies that in job crafting,
employees may work to increase structural job resources, increase social job resources, or
increase challenging job demands by seeking challenges in order to increase workplace
motivations, such as work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Tims et al., 2012; Vogt,
Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, 2015).
The JD-R theory is used for a number of reasons. It incorporates many possible working
conditions and allows for both positive and negative circumstances. It can also be applied to
almost any occupation and can be used to improve a number of outcomes for the employee and
organization. The assumption of previous models, such as the demand-control model (DCM)
and the effort-reward imbalance model (ERI) of employee well-being, was that job demands led
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to job strain, but it was found through empirical research that an increase of challenging job
demands actually increased satisfaction (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).
Importance of job crafting. This unique approach in which an employee is potentially
able to manage his/her job in such a way to increase satisfaction, resulting in increased wellbeing, engagement, and performance (Ghitulescu, 2006), represents a unique facet to an
employee’s potential work experience, as well as unique potential in organizational
development. Job crafting presents an opportunity to address recent developments in the
workplace, such as greater interdependence and interaction, heightened job ambiguity,
decentralization, increased autonomy, and desires for altruism and increased knowledge, skill,
and social dimensions (Oldham & Hackman, 2010). Job crafting increases opportunities for
individual learning and this proactive behavior is related to personal development (Tims &
Knight, 2019). It has been posited to lead to greater sustainability at work (Kira, Eijnatten, &
Balkin, 2010) and enables employees to respond to an environment in which they are expected to
go above and beyond the requirements of their job description (Lee & Lee, 2018) and
organizations are required to be more agile than top-down strategies will allow (Demerouti,
2014).
Job crafting also represents a low-cost, highly adaptable work design intervention as each
employee deploys it individually. In practice, because this is an employee-driven approach, it
will likely better meet their personal needs and preferences (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013a). As
managers are increasingly pressed for time (Demerouti & Bakker, 2011), job crafting also uses
less of those decreased management time resources (Tims et al., 2013a). As more work is
pushed down the ranks, jobs are also less defined, allowing for more application of job crafting
(Oldham & Hackman, 2010). Additionally, job crafting allows employees to exercise their own
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creativity, potentially keeping them from leaving their organization for more entrepreneurial
ventures (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Due to the increase in changes in the work
environment and advances in technology, it is even more incumbent on employees to express
their needs or goals and craft ways in which their needs and preferences can be met. Changes in
work and technology may also enable employees to become more engaged in their jobs and
organizations due to the ability to job craft in a dynamic environment.
Empirical research on antecedents of job crafting. Job crafting has been empirically
tested in several studies, since the construct emerged in 2001. It has been found that role
adjustment is more likely when trust is important and when trust is present, role adjustments tend
to be in the form of enlarged roles (Clegg & Spencer, 2007). One early study focused on one of
the constructs that comprised job crafting and found unique outcomes for that antecedent.
Hakanen, Perhoniemi, and Toppinen-Tanner (2008) found that task-level job resources predicted
engagement, which predicted personal initiative.
While it was originally thought that, because autonomy or control was necessary at some
level for job crafting to occur, job crafting would be greatest at higher levels of the organization,
this proposition was debunked by empirical research. The research found that higher rank
employees tend to adapt their expectations due to lower efficacy beliefs, while lower-level
employees tend to adjust other’s expectations of them through job crafting (Berg et al., 2010).
Empirical research on the dyadic relationship between employees and managers revealed
that employees who engendered a proactive personality were more likely to job craft and that
this job crafting was predictive of work engagement and role performance ratings by colleagues
(Bakker et al., 2012). This research also indicated that job crafting mediated the relationship
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between proactive personality and performance and suggested other mediation models might
exist with regard to job crafting.
Employees may also collaboratively job craft in teams and employees who job craft in
teams are more likely to do so as individuals (Tims et al., 2013b). The Tims, Bakker, Derks and
van Rhenen (2013b) study indicated that team behaviors influenced individual behaviors with
regard to job crafting and both led to engagement, which also led to improved individual
performance.
More recent research has not supported previously theorized antecedents, such as work
engagement and psychological capital (Vogt et al., 2015), indicating that the relationships among
these constructs are more directional than cyclical. Other recent research has suggested that
feedback and autonomy are positively related to job crafting and that job crafting acts as a
mediator between these resources and work engagement (Lee, Shin, & Baek, 2017). HR
flexibility has also demonstrated a relationship with individual and collective job crafting
through knowledge sharing (Tuan, 2019).
In a recent literature review, the antecedents of job crafting were summarized to include
autonomy, impact of change, job characteristics, job demands, job resources, organizational
identification, perceived underemployment, proactive personality, psychological capital, selfefficacy, and willingness to change (Lee & Lee, 2018). More recent research on antecedents of
job crafting has been limited, yet called for, including the study of HRD interventions that may
be antecedents of job crafting (Park & Lee, 2018) and have recently been supported (Demerouti,
Peeters, & van den Heuvel, 2019).
Empirical research on outcomes of job crafting. Job crafting has been demonstrated to
increase job satisfaction, commitment, effectiveness, and to decrease absenteeism (Ghitulescu,
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2006). Collaborative job crafting with others has demonstrated a positive relationship with
organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009).
However, this study also indicated that in a highly interdependent work environment, individual
job crafting had a negative relationship with job satisfaction, while team crafting remained
positively related to satisfaction.
Job crafting to increase job demands and resources (as opposed to decreasing demands)
has also been found to show the strongest relationship to well-being (Nielsen & Abildgaard,
2012). The same study also demonstrated that social interaction could be viewed as a job
demand or a job resource, dependent on the respondent and the context. Another empirical study
found that employees job crafting by seeking challenges and resources led to true changes in
resources, and subsequently, increased engagement and well-being (Tims et al., 2013a). Job
crafting in the manner of decreasing hindering demands did not result in the same effect.
In quasi-experimental research, employees who received training to job craft reported
less negative affect and greater self-efficacy, developmental opportunities, and leader-member
exchange after the training, compared to no change in the control group (Heuvel, Demerouti, &
Peeters, 2015). Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, and Bauer (2015) conducted a longitudinal
study and found that increasing challenges and resources increased employees’ psychological
capital and job crafting was related to work engagement. Dubbelt’s (2016) study of a job
crafting intervention supported an association between seeking resources and work engagement
and an additional study supported a link between seeking resources and work engagement, task
performance, and career satisfaction, particularly after a job crafting intervention (Dubbelt,
Demerouti, & Rispens, 2019). A study in 2016 performed by Van Wingerden, Bakker, and
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Derks demonstrated that employees that were trained to job craft and to increase resources
actually increased their job resources, which led to higher levels of work engagement.
Job crafting has been shown to mediate the relationship between opportunities for
professional development and work engagement, specifically with increasing structural job
resources and increasing challenging job demands (Grosze Nipper, Van Wingerden, & Poell,
2018). Job crafting has also partially mediated the relationship between self-efficacy and work
performance and totally mediated the relationship between self-efficacy and organizational
citizenship behaviors (Ignusci et al., 2019). The effect of job crafting on OCB has been
empirically stronger in millennials (Gong, Greenwood, Hoyte, Ramkissoon, & He, 2018).
Most recently, studies have empirically supported job crafting as a partial mediator of the
relationship between learning goal orientation (LGO) and work engagement, with increasing
strength when reflection was high (Matsuo, 2019a) and as a mediator of the relationship between
personal growth initiative and psychological empowerment through all three factors of job
crafting (increasing social job resources, increasing challenging job demands, and increasing
social job resources), which was then related to increasing job demands (Matsuo, 2019b). The
mediation of job crafting, consisting of the same three factors, on the relationship between
transformational leadership and employee’s work behavior has also been supported (Afsar,
Masood, & Umrani, 2019).
It has been proposed that, rather than a linear approach, a circular, cyclical, and dynamic
model of job design would be more appropriate (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Clegg & Spencer,
2007) and this is reflected in revisions to JD-R theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). This
captures the conceptualization that antecedents may be related to behaviors, whose outcomes
become antecedents for future behavior, especially with regard to motivational factors. More
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empirical research is needed in this area as some studies have not supported this view (Vogt et
al., 2015).
In future explication of models and relationships involving job crafting, particularly in
called-for mediation models (Bakker et al., 2012; Tims & Knight, 2019), it is important to
recognize that the feedback that is generated through managerial coaching interactions is closely
associated with feedback that may be used by an employee to conduct job crafting. Since job
crafters are probably more likely to use individualized feedback to guide action (Tims & Bakker,
2010), job crafting might be influenced by managerial coaching and has also been linked to
employee engagement (Bakker et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2013b), such that job crafting factors
should be studied as a potential mediator in the relationship between managerial coaching and
employee engagement.
Contextual factors of job crafting. In any work design study, it is important to
recognize the influence of occupational and organizational context (Morgeson, Dierdorff, &
Hmurovic, 2010). Research has found that upper level managers have a higher sensed obligation
to goals and greater interdependence. They are also more highly visible and measurable. This
actually leads to greater job crafting at the lower level of an organization (Clegg & Spencer,
2007). One empirical study of blue-collar workers indicated that these workers engaged in job
crafting behaviors, which were loosely linked to outcomes of positive well-being (Nielsen &
Abildgaard, 2012).
Research also demonstrated that customers have an impact on job crafting (Clegg &
Spencer, 2007; Loi, Xu, Chow, & Chan, 2019). The greater the service aspect of a given
employee’s role, the greater amount of job crafting that occurs. This could be due to the
heightened nature of these interactions or because service-oriented positions are more active and

60

demanding. Active (high day-level work pressure and high day-level autonomy) and demanding
jobs have been correlated with an increase in job crafting and resulting engagement (Petrou et
al., 2012). Therefore, an appropriate context for such empirical research would be found in the
skilled trades. These workers are generally at lower levels of the organization, have active and
demanding jobs with high day-level pressure and autonomy, and often deal directly with
customers in a service context.
More empirical studies are needed to study job crafting (Bakker, 2012; Lee & Lee, 2018;
Park & Lee, 2018). As in the study of preschool educators (Leana et al., 2009), in which a
highly interdependent work environment led to varying outcome results, such that collaborative
job crafting led to hypothesized outcomes, but individual job crafting did not, a change in
context could significantly attenuate a given relationship. It is important then to study job
crafting in various contexts.
Research Hypotheses and Hypothesized Theoretical Models Tested
The aforementioned review of literature resulted in the need for the testing of the
following hypotheses, which are described in this section.
Social exchange theory (SET) suggests that relationships can evolve through social
exchanges over time into trusting, loyal, and mutual commitments (Emerson, 1976). SET also
suggests that successful social exchanges and interactions are correlated with better workplace
relationships and greater employee engagement (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).
Managerial coaching represents a social exchange between an employee and his/her supervisor,
which has been shown to increase employee performance (Ellinger et al., 2010). Empirical
research has also shown that managerial coaching has many other positive work-related
outcomes for employees (Ellinger et al., 2003; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012; Kim et al., 2013b;
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McCarthy & Milner, 2013; Saks, 2006). The manager plays a critical role in employee
engagement (Shuck et al., 2011b) and higher levels of social interaction have been empirically
supported to enhance other relationships that increase work engagement (De Clercq,
Bouckenooghe, Raja, & Matsyborska, 2014). Managerial coaching represents a social exchange
and a job resource extended by the manager that SET, the Job Demands-Resources theory, and
existing literature would suggest would result in increased engagement in one’s job.
Job crafting has been empirically correlated with work engagement (Bakker et al., 2012),
particularly in seeking resources (Dubbelt, Demerouti, & Rispens, 2019) and challenging job
demands (Grosze Nipper, Van Wingerden, & Poell, 2018), and individual engagement brought
on by job crafting has been correlated with engagement at the team level (Tims et al., 2013b).
Additionally, research suggests that job fit, the degree to which a person feels their personality
and values fits their current job and organization (Resick et al., 2007) can lead to meaningful
work (Kahn, 1990), as well as safety and availability (Kahn, 1990; May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004;
Shuck et al., 2011a), which are antecedents of engagement.
As an employee engages in change behaviors in their job to better fit their desires and
motivations, the Job Demands-Resources theory and empirical research suggest that the
increasing of structural and social job resources and increasing of challenging job demands
through seeking challenges conducted by the employee would lead to greater engagement with
their job (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Vogt et al., 2015). All three factors in this higher order
factor of crafting have been supported as a mediator between personal growth initiative and
psychological empowerment (Matsuo, 2019b) and between transformational leadership and work
behavior (Afsar, Masood, & Umrani, 2009).
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Moreover, a critical component of this job crafting is feedback. Managers who enact
managerial coaching behaviors often provide individualized feedback that the job crafter must
have and has demonstrated they are adept at using to create this increased job fit resulting in
engagement (Tims & Bakker, 2010), such that job crafting explains how managerial coaching
uniquely results in job engagement through the job crafting, including factors of increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges.
This study was guided by the following hypotheses.
H1: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting.

Figure 5. Hypothesized Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting, and Job Engagement
Relationships
This study also explored an alternative hypothesis controlling for a direct effect of
managerial coaching on job engagement to explore this potential relationship, which has been
supported in previous empirical research (Carrell, 2018; Ellinger et al., 2012; Ladyshewsky &
Taplin, 2017), although it was not supported in Pilot 2.

H1A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.
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Figure 6. Hypothesized Alternative Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting, and Job
Engagement Relationships

A second hypothesis was tested that uses the lower order factors of job crafting as
mediators. This hypothesis was tested due to previous studies that indicate a higher order factor
of job crafting may not be supported, such as in Pilot Study 2 (Neilsen & Abildgaard, 2012).
H2: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges.

Figure 7. Hypothesized Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting Factors, and Job
Engagement Relationships
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An alternative of this model was also tested controlling for a direct effect of managerial
coaching on job engagement.
H2A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges,
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.

Figure 8. Alternative Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting Factors, and Job Engagement
Relationships

Summary of the Chapter
This chapter reviewed the domains of literature relevant for studying the relationships
among job engagement, managerial coaching, and job crafting within the skilled trades context.
It began by introducing the concept of the skilled trades and the challenges associated with talent
and skill shortages which suggest the importance of retaining and engaging skilled trade workers.
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It then introduced the concept of employee engagement and the various conceptualizations of
employee engagement in the literature. It discussed the positive outcomes that have been
attributed to employee engagement, along with the antecedents that have been conceptually
identified as well as empirically studied that influence employee engagement.
Scholars have suggested that developmental interventions may be antecedents to
employee engagement, but limited research has examined such interventions, like training and
coaching, and scholars have advocated for more research that examines these types of Human
Resource Development interventions (Shuck & Reio, 2014). In particular, one type of coaching,
managerial coaching, has become an increasingly expected behavior of managers (Ellinger &
Bostrom, 1999; Senge, 2006). Current research has suggested that managerial coaching is
related to many positive work-related outcomes (Beattie et al., 2014; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012;
Kim et al., 2013b; McCarthy & Milner, 2013). However, limited research has established the
relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement and calls have been made in the
literature for more research on these constructs. This study addresses these current calls in the
literature.
The literature also indicates that job crafting is an important, relatively new construct
related to positive outcomes, but one that has been under-studied and is worthy of additional
empirical research, particularly related to HRD interventions (Lee & Lee, 2018; Park & Lee,
2018). Scholars have also specifically acknowledged that more research is needed that examines
the role of job crafting as a mediator (Bakker et al., 2012; Ghitulescu, 2006), as well as the
antecedents to job crafting, particularly with respect to updated approaches to leadership (Grant,
2016; Milner & McCarthy, 2016). Managerial coaching reflects a commitment to a
developmental approach to leadership and, therefore, examining managerial coaching as an
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antecedent to job crafting addresses this current call in the literature (Lee & Lee, 2018).
Understanding how all of these constructs are related and how they can be used to promote job
engagement will aid in creating a skilled workforce prepared to navigate the changing workplace
(Grant, 2016; Milner & McCarthy, 2016).
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Chapter Three - Research Design and Method
Introduction
This chapter begins by reintroducing the purpose of the study, the hypotheses guiding this
study, and the hypothesized models that were tested in this study. Then, this section provides a
detailed articulation of the two pilot studies that were conducted, and then describes the main
study design for this research. Next, the research context is discussed, along with the population,
sample frame, and sample selection process, measurement instruments being employed, latent
marker variable, demographic variables, and survey designs. Data collection and analysis
approaches are presented with a description of procedures used to ensure reliability and validity.
Limitations of the study are addressed. This chapter concludes with a summary.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to test a theoretical model informed by Social Exchange
Theory (Blau, 1964) and the Job Demands-Resources Theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) to
examine the mediating effect of job crafting on the relationship between managerial coaching
and job engagement in the skilled trades.
Research Hypotheses and Hypothesized Models Tested
This study was guided by the following hypotheses and the following hypothesized
models were tested in this study. The first hypothesis positions job crafting as a higher order
factor of the three lower order factors, as in previous studies using the same scale (Chinelato et
al., 2015; Tims et al., 2012; Vogt et al., 2015).
H1: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting.
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Figure 9. Hypothesized Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting, and Job Engagement
Relationships
This study also explored an alternative hypothesis controlling for a direct effect of
managerial coaching on job engagement to explore this potential relationship, which has been
supported in previous empirical research (Carrell, 2018; Ellinger et al., 2012; Ladyshewsky &
Taplin, 2017), although it was not supported in Pilot 2.
H1A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.

Figure 10. Alternate Hypothesized Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting, and Job
Engagement Relationships
A second hypothesis was tested that uses the lower order factors of job crafting as
mediators. This hypothesis was tested due to previous studies that indicate a higher order factor
of job crafting may not be supported, such as in Pilot Study 2 (Neilsen & Abildgaard, 2012).
H2: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges.
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Figure 11. Hypothesized Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting Factors, and Job
Engagement Relationships
An alternative of this model was also tested, controlling for a direct effect of managerial
coaching on job engagement.
H2A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges,
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.
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Figure 12. Alternative Model of Managerial Coaching, Job Crafting Factors, and Job
Engagement Relationships

Overview and Influence of the Two Pilot Studies on the Main Study
Pilot Study 1
Pilot Study 1 of the two-part pilot study was conducted in the late Fall, 2015 to Spring,
2016 term to test aspects of the proposed study design and to measure the constructs and
relationships of the variables in the proposed model. Pilot study 1 included the deployment of a
two-phased survey study to skilled trades workers in a school district in the Dallas-Fort Worth
metropolitan region of Texas. Pilot study 1 was administered to test the effectiveness of the
electronic design, the two-phased approach, matching of surveys, and any other factors that
could impact response of the unique population of skilled trades employees in the two-phase
survey design. The first phase of the survey included the independent variable, managerial
coaching, and potential moderator variables, psychological capital, job characteristics, and
perceived organizational support. The second phase of the survey, which was administered with
a one day time delay from the first phase of the survey, included the mediator, job crafting,
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potential dependent variables, job and organization engagement, demographic variables, and the
option to enter any email address for a drawing to win a $50 electronic gift card to Bass Pro
Shop.
Sample. At the time of the initiation of part one of the pilot study, the school district
selected in the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan region of Texas employed 114 skilled trades
workers, with a number of positions in turnover. All of the 114 skilled trades workers in the
school district were invited to participate in the study and were contacted by their department
administrator.
Measurement Instruments. The measurement instruments used in Pilot Study 1
included the Ellinger et al. (2003) coaching behaviors inventory (CBI). Potential moderators
were measured using the Luthans et al. (2007) psychological capital scale, the job characteristics
scale, used by Saks (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Saks, 2006), and the perceived organizational
support scale used by Saks (Rhoades et al., 2001; Saks, 2006). The mediator was measured
using the original job crafting measure (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). The dependent variable
was measured using the job and organization engagement scale developed by Saks (2006), as
well as an alternative scale for employee engagement, which included intellectual, social, and
affective factors, developed by Soane (2012).
Additionally, an established four-item self-generated identification code was used to
match the surveys (Yurek, Vasey, & Havens, 2008), pertinent for matching that does not identify
the individual responding. The items used in the code are detailed (see Table 1).
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Table 1
Self-Generated Identification Code Items
Item Order
1
2
3
4

Item
First letter of mother's first name
Number of older brothers (alive and deceased, enter 0 if applicable)
Number representing the month you were born (1-12)
First letter of your middle name (if none, use X)

Data collection procedures. All communication was conducted via email and the
Qualtrics web survey application only. This part of the pilot was deployed according to the
schedule shown (see Table 2).
Table 2
Pilot I Schedule
Day
Monday
Tuesday
Monday

Date
12/21/2015
12/22/2015
1/4/2016

Time
9:41 p.m.
10:49 p.m.
9:37 p.m.

Activity
Research study information and Survey #1 link sent
Survey #2 link sent
Post-holiday reminder of research study sent with
instructions and both survey links due to Holiday
break
Sunday
1/10/2016
1:12 p.m. Second reminder sent with invitation to provide any
additional feedback on the study
Monday
1/18/2016
6:01 p.m. "Last Call" email sent stating that the original
scheduled closing of the survey was set for 1/24 at 10
p.m.
Sunday
1/24/2016
8:48 p.m. Notice of extension sent indicating extension to 1/31
Friday
1/29/2016
6:22 p.m. Notice of extension sent indicating extension to 2/7
Note. All times are local, Central Standard Time
Data collection results. During this part of the pilot, the link to the first phase of the
survey was accessed 50 times. Three of the respondents did not identify as skilled trades
workers and one did not agree with the required consent and were therefore removed from
further analysis. This first survey resulted in 39 complete and usable surveys, indicating
respondents discontinued participation in the survey seven times. The second survey was
accessed 30 times. In one instance, a participant did not agree with the required consent. Four
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of the completed surveys could not be matched respectively with their surveys from the first
phase through the self-generated identification code. Based on the mismatch of some surveys
and a review of the items in the self-generated identification code, it was determined that certain
items in the self-generated identification code could be made more specific in future surveys to
increase the likelihood of matching. For example, item two may need to specify what type of
brother may be included, such as stepbrother, half-brother, and the like.
The second survey resulted in 25 usable surveys. This two-phase study portion of part
one of the pilot study resulted in 7 participants not completing the first survey, 9 fewer
participants in the second survey, and 4 second survey completions being unmatched. This
information was used to assess the issues related to the 22% response rate and to determine how
the study design could be improved in the main study.
Influence of pilot study 1 on the design of the main study. A small number of
participants were contacted after the surveys were closed to obtain feedback. The researcher had
previously confirmed that all employees would have access to technology to complete the
surveys prior to the launch and the responses received suggested that the electronic format was
not an issue. Additionally, some respondents indicated that being able to observe whether or not
employees completed the survey on paper may raise concerns of confidentiality. Some believed
the survey wording may have been difficult for some participants. However, the use of
previously established and validated scales dictated the verbiage used in the surveys. A couple
of responses indicated that the visual layout of the survey was difficult in areas, particularly
where as many as 21 items were listed on one screen with the scale heading only appearing once
at the top, requiring the respondent to scroll back to the top to recall the scale. Another issue
discussed was the timing of the implementation of the survey being during winter holidays when
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more employees tended to be on vacation, although some employees may have had more time to
complete the survey due to lesser work demands. More surveys were completed earlier during
the survey release rather than later.
Lastly, the issues of skepticism and survey fatigue were mentioned. This pilot was
implemented in a school district in which the researcher had served as a department
administrator. This could have caused potential participants to be skeptical or concerned about
the confidentiality of the data as it was conducted by an insider. Moreover, the researcher was
cognizant of this relationship and therefore minimized promotion of the study in order to avoid
any perceptions of coerciveness. The school district in which this portion of the pilot was
deployed had also generated a recent increase in surveys being conducted. The last survey
administered by the school district with this employee group was conducted earlier in the same
year and resulted in 48 survey completions for this same population with the inclusion of an
additional 22 employees in a broader departmental definition. This indicated that the survey
response was not unusual for this population. However, the first part of this two-phase pilot
study indicated that the issue of response rate needed to be further evaluated before moving
forward with part two of the pilot study due to potential bias, the need to acquire sufficient
responses for statistical analysis, and as an indirect indication of relevance and rigor (Frohlich,
2002). As a result, the survey design was revisited and literature was reviewed to determine how
the response rate could be increased.
After reviewing the literature, it was noted that several items could be addressed to
improve response rate. First, no pre-notification occurred in this part of the pilot. The first
survey link was included in the first email. Pre-notification has been shown to increase response
rate (Fan & Yan, 2010) and could include information stressing the importance of completing
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both surveys in the study. The day and time of survey notice was also considered. There is
mixed evidence on the effect of day and time of survey notice in academic and corporate
literature. In fact, some findings have indicated that the day and time of survey notice has no
effect on response rate, response time, or response quality (Sauermann & Roach, 2013; Shinn,
Baker, & Briers, 2007). This may be because potential respondents might access their email at
different times. Conversely, other studies have shown a statistically significant improvement in
response rates when surveys are deployed to an exploratory sample on Wednesday morning
(Faught, Whitten, & Green Jr., 2007) or an established survey panel on Friday in mid-morning or
early afternoon (Paraschiv, 2013).
Companies that specialize in web survey instruments also have conducted their own
analyses to assess the impact of date and time of survey deployment. One company found that
there was differentiation between the optimal day and time of invitation for business to business
surveys versus business to consumer surveys, indicating that the best time to conduct business to
business surveys was on Mondays in mid to late afternoon (Van Dessell, 2015). Another webbased survey company found differentiation in results based on internal versus consumer
surveys, such that the optimal day for internal survey deployment was on Mondays with 13%
more responses than average (Zheng, 2011). In considering the work patterns of this study
population (often receiving an increase in work demands on Monday mornings when skilled
trade response needs are high after the weekend and that skilled trades employees typically work
earlier or evening shifts), the nature of the survey, and the relationship of the participants to the
sponsor, it was deemed best to move the date and time of deployment to early afternoon on
Mondays or mid-morning on Wednesdays, or the closest possible times to align with survey
announcements at organization meetings.

76

While the timing of the implementation of the first part of the pilot may not have been
ideal due to the holidays and the day and time of deployment, it was also noted that reminders
did not come as frequently as has been indicated is most effective (Fan & Yan, 2010; Kaplowitz,
Hadlock, & Levine, 2004; Sauermann & Roach, 2013). Additionally, altering reminder verbiage
and timing over the life of the study increases the odds of response by over 30%, likely due to
the dynamic changes capturing various potential participants (Sauermann & Roach, 2013). It
would also be beneficial to highlight sponsorship of the study on the part of an educational
institution (Frohlich, 2002). Therefore, it was determined to attempt to target better timing, use a
pre-notification strategy including sponsorship information, in addition to advance notice of the
two-survey design that was already used, and deploy a reminder two days after the initial survey
invitation and more frequently with varying messaging afterwards. Follow-up e-mails and
announcements to continue promotion of the survey through reiteration of the saliency of the
topic would also be appropriate (Frohlich, 2002; Song & Parry, 1999) and could also be received
more warmly in an organization in which these topics had not been addressed in the past. It was
determined that more persuasion, indicating the value of the study to the participant and the
exclusivity of selection for participation needed to be utilized (Fan & Yan, 2010; Frohlich,
2002). This would be far easier to deploy with the local trade organization and would be a
marked difference from “cold” emails. It is important that the expected effort to participate in
the study is minimized, while attention to the relevance is increased.
Furthermore, this indicated that the initial strategy of a statewide email-only recruitment
protocol through public school system administrators would not be the most appropriate
method. Therefore, the sampling strategy for the full study was modified to one in which an
appropriate local trade organization was selected to create a sample that can be reached in-person
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and more directly to increase participation. Personalization has also been shown to increase odds
of responding by as much as 48% (Sauermann & Roach, 2013). Given the change in strategy, it
would also be prudent to contact these employees directly by first name where possible, rather
than through non-personalized emails forwarded from their supervisor.
The literature has supported the use of multiple methods to increase response rates,
including the use of paper surveys to achieve the highest response rates in comparison with
electronic surveys (Nulty, 2008). There was no consistent support in the literature for
significantly changing the incentive strategy (Fan & Yan, 2010), except that the inclusion of a
drawing for a large prize regardless of odds of winning has been demonstrated to increase
response rate by 30% in some cases (Sauermann & Roach, 2013). Therefore, it was determined
to increase the lottery incentive value for the full study at completion of the second survey in
hopes of encouraging participation in the second survey. This would be communicated from the
launch onward. It was also revealed that it could be beneficial to offer participants information
on the results of the survey (Frohlich, 2002).
Part one of the two-phase pilot study resulted in modifications in visual design of the
surveys, sampling, recruitment strategy and protocol, deployment procedure, and specificity of
definitions, such as skilled trades workers and items in the self-generated identification code that
would make the full study more effective. The two-phase survey design presented challenges
and risks of survey mortality, but these could be overcome with careful consideration of sharper
design strategies to maintain the design that was best for the mediation model.
The greatest influence that Pilot Study 1 has had on the main study was to simplify the
theoretical model. Due to the response rate and required sample size based on the number of
variables in the Pilot 1 model, a more parsimonious model was derived to focus on aspects of the
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job itself and potential moderators were eliminated. Furthermore, refinements to enhance the
survey method and self-generated code have been made, along with the inclusion of different
measures to assess job crafting factors and job engagement.
Pilot Study 2
Overview of Design. The second pilot study was conducted to gather sufficient data for
statistical analysis of the proposed main study model. The design of the second pilot study was
administered in the Spring, 2018 term as a one-time cross-sectional quantitative survey (Bryman
& Bell, 2015). All constructs were included in one survey to gather the necessary data to
complete the analysis (DuPlessis, Ellinger, & Nimon, 2018). Figure 13 presents the model that
was tested in Pilot Study 2 and was refined for use in the main study with some modification,
which will be detailed in this section.

Figure 13. Pilot 2 theoretical model.
The hypothesis for Pilot Study 2 was:
H1: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting,
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.
Sample. The Pilot Study 2 targeted a demographic sample that closely matched the main
study sample of full-time U.S. skilled trade workers using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk, or
MTurk, to collect sufficient data. This enabled the researcher to obtain data without
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compromising a large number of limited future main study participants. Amazon’s MTurk is “a
service that connects researchers (requestors) with respondents (workers) via Amazon’s online
marketplace (Chambers, Nimon, & Anthony-McMann, 2016, p. 55),” which allows for access to
a larger sample of potential respondents throughout the country in a timely manner. Workers are
offered small financial incentives for Human Intelligence Tasks (HITs) completed online
(Buhrmester et al., 2011; Chambers, Nimon, & Anthony-McMann, 2016). The use of MTurk is
a supported method to reach a study sample and is often considered to be appropriate for
conducting a pilot study (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Chambers, Nimon, & AnthonyMcMann, 2016; Johnson & Borden, 2012). Further, empirical findings have supported nonsignificant variance between traditional and virtual managerial coaching as measured via MTurk
(Hammack-Brown, 2018).
Skilled trades are typically found in construction and manufacturing and are identified by
manual labor that requires a specific skill, often acquired through certification or apprenticeship,
such as electricians, plumbers, and welders (Michigan Department of Technology, Management,
and Budget, 2013). Demographic and census data were gathered for such skilled trades workers
in order to identify demographics to be used in Pilot Study 2 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014).
Qualifiers were selected for inclusion in a pre-qualification survey to create a respondent profile
most similar to the main study population that will also gain an adequate response rate. These
included male respondents age 18-56, with a High School Diploma or equivalent, but less than a
four-year degree, and identify their race as White (Stewart et al., 2015; U.S. Census Bureau,
2014; U.S. Census Bureau, 2018).
There are several resources available for recommendations with regard to the necessary
sample size for this type of study using structural equation modeling (SEM). Netemeyer,
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Bearden, and Sharma (2003) provided a review of many of the various recommendations from
the literature, dependent on pilot or main study, population, number of items, eigenvalues, and/or
model-fit analysis, typically resulting in a recommendation ranging from 100 to 300. In order to
more specifically estimate the appropriate sample size for this Pilot 2 study, guidelines provided
by Wolf, Harrington, Clark, and Miller (2013) for use with SEM were followed to estimate the
maximum necessary sample size. These authors proposed a theoretically grounded, proactive
Monte Carlo method in which variable associations are estimated a priori. This differs from
previous methods that have relied more on figures assigned based on the number of various
parameters using a rule-of-thumb approach and more recent approaches that focus on the power
of the entire model.
Managerial coaching is measured with eight indicators comprising the one factor of the
CBI. Factor loadings for the CBI averaged above .80 in this study (Table 7). Job crafting and
job engagement also had average factor loadings of .80 (Table 7), with 13 indicators for the three
factors of job crafting and five indicators for the single factor of job engagement. Table 3 below
represents the total sample size needed using this method, along with the details used in the
calculations provided (Wolf, Harrington, Clark, & Miller, 2013).
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Table 3
Sample Size Calculation

Construct
Managerial
Coaching
Job Crafting
Job Engagement
Attitude Toward
Color Blue
(LMV)
Total

Indicators Factors

Indicators
per Factor

Factor
Loading
Range Used

Respondents
Needed

Respondents
Needed with .5
Factor
Intercorrelation

8
13
5

1
3
1

8
5
5

0.80
0.80
0.80

30
100
60

0
63
23

4
30

1
6

4
22

0.50

175
375

175
338

Note: Data for Managerial Coaching from Ellinger et al., 2003. Data for Job Crafting from Vogt,
Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, 2015. Data for Job Engagement from Saks, 2006. Data for
Attitude Toward Color Blue from Miller & Chiodo, 2008.

As demonstrated in the aforementioned table, the inclusion of the latent marker variable
value increased the required sample beyond typical previously used estimations. It was
determined appropriate to consider a slightly smaller sample given that this was a pilot
(Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003).
Measurement instruments. The measurement instruments used in Pilot Study 2
included the Ellinger et al. (2003) coaching behaviors inventory (CBI) and the Saks (2006) job
engagement measures that were used in Pilot Study 1. It incorporated a different job crafting
measure than the Tims et al. (2012) used in Pilot Study 1. The newly selected job crafting
measure, in contrast to the job crafting measure included in Pilot Study 1, was specifically
developed for less-educated employee respondents and also has support as a higher order factor
(Vogt et al., 2015). In addition to the Vogt et al. (2015) job crafting measure, a second job
crafting measure (Niessen, 2016) was included so that a more informed decision could be made
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about the job crafting measure to be included in the main study, given the variations in
measurement that exist among job crafting instruments. A latent marker variable (Wall, 2014)
was also included in Pilot Study 2. All of the measures used in Pilot Study 2 were used in the
main study.
Managerial coaching. This study used the employee measure of Ellinger et al.’s (2003)
Coaching Behaviors Inventory (CBI) scale due to the high efficacy of this measurement
instrument (Hagen & Peterson, 2014). The scale has eight items that use a seven-point Likert
frequency scale, ranging from ‘almost never’ to ‘almost always’, to measure employee
perceptions of the coaching behaviors used by their respective managers with them. These
managerial coaching behaviors were operationalized based upon findings derived from a
qualitative critical incident study that examined exemplary managers as facilitators of learning
(see Appendix C). The items, such as ‘my supervisor provides me with constructive feedback’,
have been validated through review of other coaching literature (Ellinger et al., 2003).
This scale has demonstrated reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .94 in the original
study (Ellinger et al, 2003) and .92-.95 in more recent studies (Ellinger, Elmadag, & Ellinger,
2007; Hagen & Peterson, 2015; Kim et al, 2013; Pousa & Mathieu, 2014). This is particularly
suitable reliability in behavioral research (Peterson, 1994). Internal consistency has also been
shown in the item-to-total correlations, ranging from .70 to .83 and principal component scores
in the original study range from .77 to .88 (Ellinger et al., 2003).
Data from the multi-item measure is reflective of a unidimensional construct and has
validity, demonstrated by the goodness-of-fit index (GFI) of .93, the comparative fit index (CFI)
of .96, and the incremental fit index (IFI) of .96 (Ellinger et al., 2003; Hair, Anderson, Tatham,
& Black, 1995). Confirmatory factory analysis in the original study indicated significant item
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loadings from .75 to .88 (Ellinger et al., 2003) and subsequent studies have found CFA loadings
for items ranging from .75 to .90 (Ellinger et al., 2011; Hagen & Peterson, 2015). The average
variance extracted (AVE) values above the .5 threshold indicate convergent validity (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). Items in the CBI had factor loadings of .72 to .94 in more
recent empirical studies as well (Kalkavan & Katrinli, 2014; Pousa & Mathieu, 2014; Pousa &
Mathieu, 2015), indicating construct validity due to factor loadings greater than .5 (Kline, 2015).
The CBI has also been correlated with satisfaction with work (r = .67), organization commitment
(r = .66), and role clarity (r = .63), (Kim, 2014) as well as team empowerment (r = .75) and team
learning outcomes (r = .60) (Hagen, 2012).
Data from the CBI has also demonstrated discriminant validity as the latent variable on
average shared more variance with the CBI items (AVE = .64) than it did with other measures
including organizational citizenship behavior (r2 =.07), empowerment (r2 =.14), and performance
(r2 =.08) (cf. Ellinger et al., 2007; Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). The 𝑥 2 difference
between a model in which all constructs were freed to correlate and one in which the inter-factor
correlation was set to 1 in the Ellinger, Ellinger and Keller study (2005) also indicated
discriminant validity from employee job sastisfaction and in the Ward, Fischer, Zaid Lam, and
Hall study (2009), discriminant validity with performance was demonstrated through correlation
coefficients less than .2.
Job crafting – measure 1. Job crafting of the employee respondent was measured using
the Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, and Bauer (2015) scale which is comprised of 13 items to
measure the three dimensions of this higher-order latent variable. This scale was used due to
theoretical support, reliability and validity, and past use with a study sample including
employees of similar educational background and job type. The job crafting measure is
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theorized as three correlated factor structures that include: increasing structural job resources,
increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges. This is reflective of the widely used
measurement instrument devised by Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012), after removing the factor
of decreasing hindering job demands. Decreasing hindering job demands has been shown not to
correlate to work engagement (Petrou et al., 2012, 2016), and has had low factor loadings and
has not demonstrated convergent validity into a single-order JCS (Chinelato, Ferreira, &
Valentini, 2015). This job crafting measure selected also uses the Petrou et al., 2012 seeking
challenges dimension instead of that from the original scale (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) due
to questions of the original dimension’s applicability to lower-educated respondents because of a
focus on knowledge work and complicated wording (Vogt et al., 2015; Nielsen & Abildgaard,
2012). A five-point frequency scale was used for all items in the composite measure with 1
meaning ‘never’ and 5 meaning ‘often’ in this scale (see Appendix D). All dimensions of job
crafting used in this measure have been shown to have convergent validity with work
engagement (r = .27-.57) (Vogt et al., 2015). The comparative fit index (CFI) was .93, .92, and
.93 and RMSEA was .077, .083, and .077 in a three-wave study, which indicates model fit
(Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2016; Vogt et al., 2015).
Increasing structural job resources. This dimension consists of five items such as ‘I try to
develop my capabilities’ from the Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) job crafting scale, measured
on a five-point frequency scale. The reliability of the increasing job resources dimension has
been demonstrated with a Cronbach’s alpha of .84 - .85 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Vogt et
al., 2015). Construct validity was demonstrated in some of the factor loadings in the original
study, which ranged from .41 to .84 (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). Tims, Baker, Derks, and
Rhenen (2013) also determined in their study that “the RMSEA and SRMR are low, indicating
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that the specified model captures the data and that factor loadings are high,” citing Iacobucci
(2010) and Kenny and McCoach (2003) who had similar conclusions in studies in which
correctly specified models had many variables and stated when “the TLI and CFI
seem slightly lower than hoped, but the RMSEA seems a bit better, then there may be no real
cause for concern” (Kenny & McCoach, 2003, p. 349). The RMSEA of .04 (Tims, Bakker, &
Derks, 2012) and .05 (Tims, Bakker, Derks, & Rhenen, 2013) and SRMR of .06 (Tims, Bakker,
Derks, & Rhenen, 2013) therefore indicate that factor loadings were sufficient in these studies
(Iacobucci, 2010; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Tims, Bakker, Derks, & Rhenen, 2013).
Increasing structural job resources was significantly and positively correlated with
proactive personality (rs = .46) and personal initiative (rs = .51 and .57; Tims, Bakker, & Derks,
2012), as well as with psychological capital (rs = .48 and .31; Van Wingerden, Derks, &
Bakker, 2015) and positive affect (rs = .33; Chinelato, Ferreira, & Valentini, 2015) and was
negatively correlated with cynicism (rs = -.24 and -.19; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) and
negative affect (rs = -.13; Chinelato, Ferreira, & Valentini, 2015). The dimension also showed
positive correlations with other job crafting dimensions of increasing social job resources (rs =
.39 and .47; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; rs = .29-.33; Vogt et al., 2015) and increasing
challenging job demands (rs = .51 and .61; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; rs = .29-.31; Vogt et
al., 2015), and a significant negative correlation existed between increasing structural job
resources and decreasing hindering job demands (rs = -.20; Van Wingerden, Derks, & Bakker,
2015).
Increasing social job resources. The second dimension consists of five items, including ‘I
look to my supervisor for inspiration’ with a Cronbach’s alpha of .77 to .80 (Tims, Bakker, &
Derks, 2012; Vogt et al., 2015). Construct validity was demonstrated for some items with factor
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loadings on the measure ranging from .39 to .80 (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). Increasing
social job resources has demonstrated significant positive correlation with other job crafting
dimensions of increasing structural job resources (rs = .39 and .47; Tims, Bakker, & Derks,
2012; rs = .29-.33; Vogt et al., 2015) and increasing challenging job demands (rs = .40 and .42;
Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; rs = .41-.47; Vogt et al., 2015), as well as a significant positive
correlation with decreasing hindering job demands in another study (rs = .22; Van Wingerden,
Derks, & Bakker, 2015). Increasing social job resources has also demonstrated a positive
correlation with psychological capital and in-role performance (rs = .33 and .22; Van Wingerden,
Derks, & Bakker, 2015). Discriminant validity has been demonstrated with cynicism (rs = -.17
and -.24; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) and in-role performance (rs = .13; Chinelato, Ferreira, &
Valentini, 2015).
Seeking challenges. The last dimension of job crafting consists of the three items derived
from the Petrou et al. (2012) scale such as ‘I ask for more tasks if I finish my work’ and also uses
a five-point frequency scale (Vogt et al., 2015). These items were used as opposed to the
dimension items in the Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) scale due to adjustments made to the
questions to pertain to the work and verbiage of employees with lower educational backgrounds,
as well as the higher factor loadings in this dimension. Seeking challenges has had a Cronbach’s
alpha of .76 to .82 in previous studies (Petrou et al., 2012; Vogt et al., 2015). Item factor
loadings have been .65 to .81 (Petrou et al., 2012). Seeking challenges has had convergent
validity with increasing structural job resources (r = .29-.31) and increasing social job resources
(r = .41-.47), as well as moderate convergent validity with work engagement (r = .27-.30; Vogt
et al., 2015). Discriminant validity of seeking challenges has been demonstrated with
psychological capital (r = .17-.20; Vogt et al., 2015).
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Job crafting – measure 2. Job crafting of the employee respondent was also measured
using the Niessen (2016) scale which is comprised of 9 items to measure the three dimensions of
this higher-order latent variable. This alternate scale was also included due to its grounding in
the original dimensions used to conceptualize job crafting, reliability and validity, and its high
item factor loadings. Since the measures vary significantly, it was determined to include both
measures in this pilot study for further analysis. The job crafting measure is theorized as three
correlated factor structures that include: task crafting, relational crafting, and cognitive crafting.
This is reflective of the dimensions described in seminal work on job crafting (Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001). All items begin with ‘So that the job I do suits me…’ and use a five-point
frequency scale with 1 meaning ‘not at all’ and 5 meaning ‘absolutely’ in this scale (see
Appendix D). The three dimensions of job crafting have high correlations with the composite
factor of job crafting (𝑟 = .79-.85). Job crafting is positively correlated with organizational
citizenship behavior (𝑟 = .38) and personal initiative (𝑟 = .48) and demonstrates discriminant
validity with need control (r = .194-.198) and need-supply fit (β = .119) (Niessen, 2016). The
higher-order factor of job crafting has had a Cronbach’s alpha of .71 to .86 for the scale score in
previous studies, indicating reliability (Niessen, 2016). The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) was .97
and RMSEA was .05 which indicates model fit (Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2016; Niessen, 2016). All
items loaded significantly on the latent variables with most p-values less than .01 and 2 less than
.05, further demonstrating validity of the construct (Niessen, 2016).
Task crafting. This dimension consists of three items, each beginning with the statement
‘So that the job I do suits me…’ and completed with statements such as ‘I concentrate on
specific tasks.’ The reliability of the task crafting dimension has been demonstrated with a
Cronbach’s alpha of .72 - .79, with one study resulting in an alpha of .58. The items had factor
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loadings ranging from .62 to .82 in one study and .65 to .70 and .37 to .74 in a two-time
subsequent study (Niessen, 2016). The loading onto the second order factor of task crafting
ranged from .76 to .97. Task crafting has demonstrated convergent validity with relational
crafting (r = .51) and cognitive crafting (r = .59) and positive correlations with organizational
citizenship behaviors (r = .36), personal initiative (r = .44), and need control (r = .34) (Niessen,
2016).
Relational crafting. The second dimension consists of three items beginning with ‘So
that the job I do suits me…’ and ending with statements such as ‘I usually limit the amount of
time I spend with people I do not get along well with, and only contact them for things that are
absolutely necessary.’ The Cronbach’s alpha of the relational crafting dimension has been .71 to
.75, indicating acceptable reliability (Niessen, 2016; Peterson, 1994). The items had factor
loadings of .50 to .85, .50 to .95, and .46 to .84 in previous studies, with one of the items being
the only one with factor loadings less than .66 in any of the studies (Niessen, 2016). The item
loadings on the second order factor of relational crafting were .66, .45, and .60 (Niessen, 2016).
Relational crafting has demonstrated convergent validity with task crafting (r = .51) and
cognitive crafting (r = .41) and discriminant validity with organizational citizenship behaviors (r
= .16) (Niessen, 2016).
Cognitive crafting. The last dimension of job crafting consists of three items and the
same beginning statement as well, completed with statements such as ‘I find personal meaning in
my tasks and responsibilities at work.’ Cognitive crafting has had a Cronbach’s alpha of .71 to
.81 in previous studies (Niessen, 2016). Item factor loadings in previous studies have been .65 to
.88, .54 to .77, and .47 to .83, with one item having factor loadings less than .71 in two cases.
The items loaded onto the second order factor of cognitive crafting at .46 to .73 in three data sets.
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Cognitive crafting had convergent validity with task crafting (r = .59) and relational crafting (r =
.41), as well as positive correlations with organizational citizenship behaviors (r = .41), personal
initiative (r = .52), and need for positive self-image (r = .34) (Niessen, 2016).
Job engagement. Sak’s (2006) conceptualization and model testing for engagement led
to two separate constructs for job engagement and organization engagement. This study will
employ the job engagement construct and instrument in which engagement of the employee
respondent in his/her job is measured on a five-point scale, ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to
‘strongly agree’ (see Appendix E).
Job engagement has five items, including ‘I really “throw” myself into my job’ and a
Cronbach’s alpha of .82. One of the items is reverse-coded. The five job engagement items each
loaded .70 or higher with cross-factor loadings less than .20 (Saks, 2006), indicating convergent
validity. The reported AVE in subsequent studies (.88) over .5 also indicates convergent validity
(Christian et al., 2011; Hair et al., 2010). This measure of job engagement has also demonstrated
discriminant validity from job attitudes, such as job satisfaction (r = .53), organizational
commitment (r = .59), and job involvement (r = .52) in predicting performance as the
correlations are considerably less than 1.00 (Christian et al., 2011; Harter & Schmidt, 2008).
While Saks reported a significant correlation between job and organization engagement,
the results of a paired t-test indicated significant difference and participants indicated higher
levels of job than organization engagement (2006). Subsequent studies have shown the same
initial similarity in correlation and resulting significant difference in a paired t-test (Andrew &
Sofian, 2011). Ellinger, Musgrove, and Ellinger used job and organization engagement in
another study along with informal managerial coaching, formal training, and service climate,
which resulted in a square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) of .71 for job
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engagement and .80 for organization engagement (2012), which is greater than the factor
correlations of .35 for job engagement and .53 for organization engagement, further supporting
the discriminant validity of each. Studies have also shown a strong correlation from job
engagement to organization engagement (Lee, Choi, Moon, & Babin, 2014). However, this
study will focus on the job engagement construct as it most directly relates to job crafting.
Attitude towards the color blue. The attitude towards the color blue (ATCB) four-item
measurement scale was used as the latent marker variable (Wall, 2014). This is a reduced-item
set from the originally devised scale consisting of eight items (Miller & Chiodo, 2008). The
original scale was developed to be used as a latent marker variable (LMV) and has been
identified as a favorable LMV due to the likelihood of eliciting similar responses as other
attitudinal measures using a Likert scale, thereby producing similar common method bias
(Simmering, Fuller, Richardson, Ocal, & Atinc, 2014). The ATCB should also have no
theoretical relationship with the other variables in the study, a requirement for selection of a
LMV (Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Simmering et al., 2014). This shortened ATCB is
advantageous as it is reflective of all of these aspects of the original scale, includes fewer items
to avoid survey fatigue, and has been successfully used in other studies among similar constructs
in which it demonstrated minimal correlation (.2 or lower) with other study variables (Wall,
2014). The instrument asks respondents to rate each positively worded item, including
statements such as ‘I prefer blue to other colors’ on a seven-point scale ranging from ‘strongly
disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ (Wall, 2014).
Survey design. Survey design decisions must be made carefully in order to ensure that
the appropriate methods are used for the type of survey being distributed (Buhrmester, Kwang, &
Gosling, 2011; Chambers, Nimon, & Anthony- McMann, 2016; Johnson & Borden, 2012).
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Therefore, this Pilot Study 2 was designed with a number of factors in mind to ensure quality
data is achieved using the sample and data collection method selected (Chambers, Nimon, &
Anthony-McMann, 2016).
Reducing evaluation apprehension and assuring confidentiality are procedural methods of
mitigating common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and were used in the survey invitation.
Sponsorship of the study from The University of Texas at Tyler was also detailed to increase
response rate (Frohlich, 2002).
Standard MTurk workers are required by Amazon to complete a Completely Automated
Public Turing test to tell Computers and Humans Apart (CAPTCHA) verification after every 25
hits completed to ensure the Human Intelligence Tasks are not being completed by bots.
However, the added use of a bot check at the beginning of the pilot 2 survey is a method
supported in the literature to ensure computerized or automated survey completion does not
occur (Rouse, 2015). The item was placed at the beginning of the survey and used an established
question format, asking respondents to provide the third word in the question rather than the
answer to the question. The item was updated, however, to eliminate “learning” of the check
used (Rouse, 2015). After the bot check, an informed consent statement was placed to inform
the respondent about the study and their rights. Respondents were required to respond to affirm
or deny their consent. If the bot check or consent were not answered correctly or in the
affirmative, the survey terminated.
The remainder of the main survey to be deployed in Pilot Study 2 was also designed
according to best practices recommended in the literature for this type of single survey. The
design for Pilot Study 2 differed somewhat from the half-longitudinal survey design that was
used in Pilot Study 1 and that will be used in the main study (Cole & Maxwell, 2003). In a
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single survey deployment, the ordering of the measures should be such that the questions most
salient to participants are asked first because the first question strongly influences the
participant’s decision to commit to complete the survey and by gaining attention with an interestgetting question, a reduction of nonresponse error can be achieved (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian,
2014). The survey was also designed in such a way to mitigate unintended question order
effects. With this mediation model, ordering the independent variable of managerial coaching
first and the dependent variable, job engagement, last, could lead to assimilation effects, such as
priming, carryover, or anchoring, in which the participant answers later questions similarly to
those asked in the beginning of the survey (Dillman et al., 2014; Podsakoff et al., 2003).
Therefore, in the single, pilot study 2 survey, the dependent variable, job engagement,
was positioned first to gain response interest and commitment and avoid potential assimilation
order effects (Dillman, Smith, & Christian, 2014), followed by the latent marker variable,
ATCB, the mediator, job crafting, the Instructional Manipulation Check, then the independent
variable, managerial coaching, to avoid any further assimilation effects (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
& Lee, 2012). ATCB was used as the latent marker variable due to its low likelihood of
correlation to the other study variables and the use of similar cognitive processes in answering
these scale items as with other study variables since the Likert response scales are similar and
would therefore capture comparable common method variance issues (Simmering, Fuller,
Richardson, Ocal, & Atinc, 2014). Additionally, in order to validate participant attentiveness
throughout the survey, an Instructional Manipulation Check was utilized, to minimize satisficing,
ensure continued attentiveness to the online survey format, and allow for additional statistical
comparison analysis for attentiveness if needed in the future main study (Oppenheimer, Meyvis,
& Davidenko, 2009). The manipulation check simply informed the participant that the question
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was included to screen out random clicking and instructed the participant to select a particular
number on the given scale for the item.
Demographic questions not required for prequalification appeared last, in the case that
any participants sensitive to these questions would be less likely to be deterred (Teclaw, Price, &
Osatuke, 2012). Demographic questions included items that have been used in similar studies,
including generational cohort, marital status, income, position level, organizational tenure, and
work tenure (Feldman, 1989; Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006; Shuck et al., 2011a; Spence
Laschinger, Wilk, Cho, & Greco, 2009; Zemke, Raines, & Filipczak, 2000). The generational
cohort demographic item was consistent with Parry and Urwin’s (2011) research on generational
differences and identified separations in age of 18-35 and 36-56, as well as options to indicate
the respondent was under 18 or over 56 to allow for verification of qualification and
representation of the different cohorts present in this particular study. Marital status and income
were operationalized using U.S. Census Bureau categories and factors of skilled trades workers
(2014). Marital status response options included single/never married, married without children,
married with children, divorced, separated, widowed, and living with partner. Income response
categories included under $25,000, $25,000-$29,000, $30,000-$34,999, $35,000-$39,999,
$40,000-$49,999, $50,000-$59,999, $60,000-$69,999, and $70,000 or over. Position level was
measured as front-line worker or management, as in studies with similar constructs and as
applicable to this study (Shuck et al., 2011a). Organizational tenure and work tenure was
measured in increments of less than a year, 1 to 3 years, 4 to 6 years, 7 to 9 years, or 10 years or
more, as these measures have demonstrated past influence on similar study variables (Parkes,
Bochner, & Schneider, 2001).
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The optimal format of the design of survey was also considered (Couper, Traugott, &
Lamias, 2001). Complex groups of questions with many visual lines and differing scales should
not be used in one visual page of an online survey (Dillman et al., 2014). While this survey used
a matrix block for scale items, it was used in a very simplistic design and only when the same
scale was used for each item. Since the study variable scales differed slightly, the clearest
manner in which to display the questions was to keep each item for a given scale on the same
page so that each new page indicated a change in scale. This is a supported approach since each
item was answered in the same way, was related similar to a conversational dialogue, and this
kept the number of elements on each page to a minimum in a simplified matrix (Dillman et al.,
2014). There were 8 survey screens after the bot check. The first screen contained the job
engagement items, followed by a screen with the attitude toward the color blue items, one screen
for each of the two job crafting measure items, the instructional manipulation check, managerial
coaching items, then the demographic questions split over two screens. The scale for each
screen was always visible at the top of the page, regardless of scrolling, to ensure the respondent
answered each item with the appropriate scale. Providing a limited number of questions per
screen and ensuring clarity in each question also help prevent straight-lining, particularly later in
the survey (Cole, McCormick, & Gonyea, 2012).
A progress bar was not visible in this survey since this is only effective in encouraging
progression in the shortest of surveys (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014). A “back” button
was not provided because this option is not often used (Couper, 2008) and because it could cause
ordering effects. Participants were also required to answer each question to avoid problematic
incomplete datasets. Most data analysis techniques are not designed to include missing data and
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so the researcher must be wary of ad hoc edits of the data. Therefore, for the purposes of this
pilot, all answers were required of participants (Schafer & Graham, 2002).
Data collection procedures. Upon review and approval of Pilot Study 2 by The
University of Texas at Tyler Institutional Review Board, the screening survey, then the Pilot
Study 2 survey were launched via MTurk. The screening survey was deployed first to gather
demographic information on MTurk workers until a goal of 400 respondents that met the
demographic requirements of Pilot Study 2 were met. The first HIT deployed resulted in 10% of
respondents meeting the qualifications, so multiple HITs were deployed with a quota of 500 each
until a total of 4,000 was reached so that the estimated 400 qualified respondents would result.
The HIT (Human Intelligence Task) posted attempted to attract prompt response for a simple
demographic survey and was deployed to MTurk workers with a 90% or higher HIT approval
rate and located in the US. The invitation also notified workers to be aware that a follow-up
survey may be sent so that they might be looking for it and be more likely to respond. The
sample screening survey HIT is provided in Appendix H. The survey invitation communicated
to the respondent that there were no right or wrong answers and to protect confidentiality,
responses would be viewed only by the research team and identifying information such as name
or employer will not be collected.
Non-response bias was controlled using empirically supported methods, including
optimized timing of multiple published HITs (Human Intelligence Tasks) (Chambers, Nimon, &
Anthony-McMann, 2016), use of persuasion, highlighting the need for help in the survey
invitation, explaining the saliency of the topic, and detailing the value of the study (Fan & Yan,
2010; Frohlich, 2002; Trouteaud, 2004). Potential participants in the study were recruited via
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messages that stressed the importance of feedback from respondents and highlighted the
potential benefits of the study to them.
Once data was gathered and workers were paid $.03 to $.05, based on the median
reservation wage (Chilton, Horton, Miller, & Azenkot, 2010), for participation in the very brief
initial qualification survey, worker information was downloaded from MTurk into a .csv file for
review. Respondents who met the qualifications detailed in the Sample section in the Qualtrics
survey and for whom a Qualtrics completion code could be matched with an MTurk worker
identification code, were qualified for the pilot 2 survey. A script was written in the R statistical
computing program to actively reach these respondents via email with an invitation to the Pilot 2
survey.
The pilot 2 survey MTurk HIT was published within two to nine days of respondent
completion of the pre-screening survey in order to maintain response interest (Chambers, Nimon,
& Anthony-McMann, 2016). It was published on a day between Tuesday and Saturday
(Ipeirotis, 2010) between 11 a.m. and 5 p.m. EST, when past studies have resulted in higher
participation and lower dropout rates (Mason & Suri, 2012). More specifically, the Pilot 2
survey invitation was sent to the pre-screened set of MTurk workers who meet the demographic
requirements of the sample on Tuesday. The invitation was set for a duration of seven days. It
also informed participants that they would click a link to another site to complete the survey,
which would take approximately ten minutes to complete.
The subject of the Pilot 2 survey HIT invitation was worded to appeal to the potential
participant population who had already completed one survey and encourage review of the
follow-up survey. The body of the invitation also encouraged participation by appealing to the
academic and workplace need for the study and through the provision of a small monetary
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incentive of $.35 to $.50 to participate in the full pilot survey. Cash incentives in web surveys
have been shown to be more effective than prize drawings (Dillman et al., 2014; Singer & Ye,
2003). In a meta-analysis of web studies with and without incentives, the use of promised
incentives increased the response rate by 4.2% (Göritz, 2006). While the initial incentive offer
of $.35 for this study may not have been substantial enough, it was greater than the reservation
wage calculated through earlier research (Chilton, Horton, Miller, & Azenkot, 2010) and just less
than the average effective hourly wage (Ipeirotis, 2010; Mason & Suri, 2012). The incentive was
increased up to $.50 with an updated HIT after it had been published for one day in order to
increase the effective hourly wage and boost participation. The HIT (Human Intelligence Task)
posted also indicated that there would be checks in place to ensure valid participation and if they
were not passed, the incentive would not be paid (Mason & Suri, 2012). A sample HIT from this
survey is provided in Appendix I.
Survey reminders were sent via email using the R program to qualified respondents as
time progressed during the survey, since workers most frequently sort by HIT recency, to
increase participation (Mason & Suri, 2012). Empirical research has shown that straight-lining is
increased when a respondent is participating after multiple waves of invitations (Cole,
McCormick, & Gonyea, 2012), therefore this targeted email reminder process was used. With
data being collected via MTurk using timing and increased incentive strategies to encourage
prompt responses, repeated HITs were not necessary, thereby increasing response timing in order
to avoid the receipt of reluctant responses in later waves that may be prone to straight-lining.
Data analysis procedures. Data analysis includes procedures for data cleaning,
evaluation of descriptive statistics, measurement models, and structural models.
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Data cleaning. Data gathered in Qualtrics was downloaded into SPSS for initial review
of the dataset. If the screening, consent, or bot check questions were not answered in the
affirmative or accurately, the respondent’s survey was eliminated from the dataset. If the
respondent failed the Instructional Manipulation Check question, such that the answer that the
respondent was instructed to select was not selected, the respondent’s survey would have
remained in the dataset even though its accuracy could not be determined in order to avoid
potential risk to external validity by excluding it (Oppenheimer et al., 2009; Rouse, 2015),
however this was not the case with any of the remaining responses.
Next, the dataset was reviewed for straight-lining, in which respondents simply selected
the same response for each question throughout the survey. Although straight-lining does occur
more frequently with male respondents with lower levels of academic performance (Kaminska,
McCutcheon, & Billiet, 2010), it is relatively rare and difficult to verify (Cole, McCormick, &
Gonyea, 2012). For example, if a respondent generally answers in a positive manner, such as
“somewhat agree” to each item in a 5-item scale, it is possible that they actually do somewhat
agree with each statement. Straight-lining is most commonly observed within a single set of
items and is rarely present in the entire survey, therefore, it is difficult to discern when straightlining has truly occurred merely through observation of the dataset (Cole, McCormick, &
Gonyea, 2012). However, the inclusion of negatively worded items can help identify surveys
that have been straight-lined. To this end, the researcher eliminated responses only if it appeared
that the entire survey had been straight-lined with items rated consistently the same in each scale,
or if within pages including reverse coded items, the entire page was straight-lined.
The time elapsed during completion of the survey was also reviewed for any that were
significantly less time than should be required to complete the survey. If a survey took two
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minutes or less to complete, it was automatically removed from the dataset. If a survey took
longer than two hours to complete, it was also be removed from the dataset. Last, reverse-coded
items were reviewed to ensure they were coded correctly.
Descriptive statistics. To analyze the resulting data, descriptive statistics were calculated
before the measurement model was tested to summarize the characteristics of the final dataset.
Descriptive statistics included the means, standard deviations, correlations, reliabilities, factor
correlations, and latent mean scores present in the study variables (Hair et al., 2010). This
information assisted in describing the sample related to the demographic variables included in
the study; gender, age, race, marital status, annual income, organizational tenure, work tenure,
and position level of respondents represented in the dataset. It is also important to determine
“whether research results are generalizable to or across different populations, settings, and time
periods” (Bryant, 2000, p. 139). The demographics from this convenience sample were
compared to the available data collected from the U.S. Census Bureau (2015) for electricians to
provide a comparison of the sample to the intended population and to describe the way the
context is similar to other contexts and provide data about the degree of similarity (Kline, 2009,
p. 68). All respondents were pre-qualified and previously responded in the qualification survey
that they were White, male, age 18-56, and had at least a High School Diploma or equivalent, but
less than a Bachelor’s degree. The effect size of age (.187) was small (.1) to approaching
medium in this case (.3), while the effect size of income (.684) was large (.5), according to
Cohen’s guidelines for the w statistic (1988).
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Table 4
U.S. Census Bureau 2015 Electrician and Study Demographics
Census
Percentage

Category
Age
18-35
36-56
57-74
75-92
Race
White
Black or African
American
American Indian
Alaska Native
Other Native American
Asian
Native Hawaiian or
other Pacific Islander
Unknown
Two or more races
Gender
Female
Male
Education
< 1 Year
Postsecondary
Certificate to 2-4 Year
Postsecondary
Certificate
Bachelor’s Degree
Annual Income
Under $25,000
$25,000 - $29,999
$30,000 - $34,999
$35,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $59,999
$60,000 - $69,999
$70,000 or over
N = 255

Study
Percentage

p

37.3
50.4
12.2
0.2

51.8
48.2
0.0
0.0

83.6
7.9

100.0
0.0

0.6
0.1
0.1
1.7
0.2

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

4.1
1.7

0.0
0.0

NA

2.2
97.8

0.0
100.0

NA

100.0

100.0

0.0

0.0

NA

16.3
6.2
8.1
8.1
14.6
11.4
10.4
25.0

31.8
16.1
11.0
6.7
11.0
9.8
6.3
7.5

<.001
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0.003

χ2

w

8.894

.187

119.371 .684

Table 5
Additional Respondent Demographics
(no electrician comparison available)
Category

Percentage

Marital Status
Single, Never Married
Married without children
Married with children
Divorced
Separated
Widowed
Living w/partner
Organizational Tenure
Less than 1 year
1-3 years
4-6 years
7-9 years
10 or more years
Work Tenure
Less than 1 year
1-3 years
4-6 years
7-9 years
10 or more years
Position Level
Front-line worker
Management
N = 255

49.4
7.8
26.3
3.9
.8
.4
11.4
18.8
34.9
17.3
9.0
20.0
2.7
7.5
11.8
8.2
69.8
75.7
24.3

Structural equation modeling. Missing data did not occur in the dataset since all item
responses were required in Qualtrics and incomplete surveys were not used in the analysis.
Skewness and kurtosis tests demonstrated that the data was slightly skewed for two items
associated with job crafting and one item associated with managerial coaching, with those values
slightly above |1.00|, but none above the |2.2| standard used by Sposito, Hand, and Skarpness
(1983). Additionally, one job engagement item, three job crafting items, and one managerial
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coaching item had platykurtic distributions, but again, none above the |2.2| standard (Sposito,
Hand, & Skarpness, 1983). Mardia’s test was performed to evaluate multivariate normality,
which takes into account independence, normality, and linearity (Kline, 2016; Stevens, 2012).
The critical ratio of kurtosis was greater than |1.96| for the majority of items, with Mardia’s test
demonstrating the data was not multivariate normal (Mardia = 86.299, p < .001), If a dataset is
found to be abnormally distributed or linearity is not found, data transformation or truncation
may be used for outliers that are not clearly illegitimately included (Hair et al., 2010; Osborne &
Overbay, 2004). Bootstrapping was conducted in this case because the data failed to meet the
assumption of multivariate normality due to the presence of excessive kurtosis (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008). The bootstrapped estimates did not differ substantively from the non-bootstrapped
estimates, therefore, the non-bootstrapped data was used.
Composite reliability for each construct was calculated to measure reliability.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was used to determine discriminant validity between structures.
The data was then analyzed using IBM® SPSS® Amos 25 using structural equation modeling in
order to determine if the theoretical model was supported, as has been utilized in other mediation
testing (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007).
Measurement models. The measurement model included the eight items of the CBI, the
thirteen items in the three dimensions of the job crafting scale, and the five items of the job
engagement scale. Item scores were used as manifest indicators for the latent variables of
managerial coaching, job engagement, and the first order factors of the job crafting scale, which
include: increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking
challenges. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to ensure each of these was
supported as above for use as indicators and to determine the best fit model (Hair et al., 2010).
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Goodness of fit was measured using indices such as Kline (2016) suggests, including CFI (≥
.95), RMSEA (≤ .08), and SRMR (.05-.08). The resulting 5-factor model demonstrated better fit
than the single factor model, with a CFI (.951) and RMSEA (.052) in the acceptable range and
SRMR (.049) very close to the acceptable range (see Table 6).
All of the factor loadings should be greater than .5 at the least, or the more rigorous .7
threshold, but less than .95 (cf. Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). All factor loadings were reviewed and
items that had poor factor loading and support for removal were removed one at a time to arrive
at the best fitting model. The fifth item measuring increasing structural job resources (.222), ‘I
decide on my own how I do things’, was removed first due having the lowest factor loading. In
previous research, the item was eliminated to improve model fit (Chinelato, Ferreira, &
Valentini, 2015), so this item was eliminated in Model 1A. Second, the fourth item in job
engagement (.468), ‘My mind often wanders and I think of other things when doing my job,’
which is a reverse-coded item, was removed in previous studies in which the item was
considered problematic (Lee, Choi, Moon, & Babin, 2014; Malinen & Harju, 2016), so it was
removed to arrive at Model 1B.
Next, the fifth item in increasing social job resources ‘I ask colleagues for advice’ (.575),
which has resulted in low factor loadings in previous studies as well (.52, Chinelato, Ferreira, &
Valentini, 2015; .59, Petrou et al., 2012), was removed, resulting in Model 1C. Last, the eighth
item in managerial coaching (.600), ‘To help me see different perspectives, my supervisor roleplays with me’, was removed from previous and recent studies (Ellinger et al., 2007; Ellinger et
al., 2011; Kim, 2014), therefore it was removed in this study to arrive at Model 1D. This
concluded the elimination of items with unacceptable factor loadings and support for removal.
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Model 1D, after removing all of these items, resulted in an improved CFI (.962) and
RMSEA (.053), but a lowered SRMR (.040, Table 6). Next, the three first-order factors of the
job crafting scale were used to create a second-order factor for job crafting, as in previous studies
using this scale (Vogt et al., 2015). This Model 2 resulted in a lower CFI (.943), an acceptable
RMSEA (.064), and an acceptable SRMR (.079, Table 6) (Kline, 2016). Upon further
comparison of Model 1D and Model 2, the CFI of Model 1D was better and the Chi-square
difference indicated a better fit for Model 1D than Model 2. Model 2 also had 10 large SRC’s,
compared with none for Model 1D. Furthermore, other studies have evaluated job crafting
dimensions without a higher order job crafting factor as well (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Tims,
Bakker, & Derks; 2012; Petrou et al., 2012; Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2015). Therefore,
Model 1D was selected as the best fitting measurement model.
Structure coefficients were measured to ensure that each manifest variable correlated
most with their respective factor (Graham, Guthrie, & Thompson, 2003). The composite
reliability and the average variance extracted range were measured to check for acceptable
convergent validity and reliability. The correlations between factors was lower than the square
root of the AVE for the individual factors demonstrating discriminant validity (cf. Bryman &
Bell, 2015).
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Table 6
Fit Indices for Measurement Models
χ2

df

2100.139
487.726
444.776
411.343
374.957
342.030
418.998

299
289
265
242
220
199
205

Model
Single Factor
Model 1
Model 1A
Model 1B
Model 1C
Model 1D
Model 2

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

AIC

BIC

0.154
0.052
0.052
0.052
0.053
0.053
0.064

0.1365
0.0492
0.0453
0.0417
0.0403
0.0395
0.0790

0.559
0.951
0.956
0.958
0.960
0.962
0.943

2204.139
663.726
564.776
527.343
486.957
450.030
514.998

2388.285
831.284
777.252
732.736
685.268
641.259
684.979

Table 7
Pattern (P) and Structure (S) Coefficients – Model 1D
Managerial
Coaching
Construct
Variable
P
Coaching
Item 1
0.767
Item 2
0.843
Item 3
0.847
Item 4
0.845
Item 5
0.759
Item 6
0.797
Item 7
0.751
IStrJR
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
ISocJR
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
SeekCh
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Job Engagement
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4

S

Increasing
Structural Job
Resources
P

0.767
0.843
0.847
0.845
0.759
0.797
0.751
0.298
0.318
0.297
0.269

0.811
0.865
0.808
0.733

S

Increasing
Social Job
Resources
P

S

Seeking
Challenges
P

S

Job
Engagement
P

S

0.281
0.309
0.311
0.310
0.279
0.293
0.276

0.582
0.640
0.642
0.641
0.576
0.604
0.570

0.282
0.310
0.312
0.311
0.279
0.293
0.277

0.364
0.400
0.402
0.401
0.360
0.378
0.357

0.811
0.865
0.808
0.733

0.306
0.327
0.305
0.277

0.435
0.464
0.434
0.394

0.494
0.527
0.493
0.447

0.825
0.763
0.816
0.687

0.346
0.320
0.342
0.288

0.349
0.322
0.345
0.290

0.824
0.947
0.865

0.393
0.452
0.413

0.626
0.578
0.619
0.521

0.312
0.288
0.308
0.259

0.825
0.763
0.816
0.687

0.303
0.349
0.319

0.442
0.508
0.464

0.346
0.397
0.363

0.389
0.353
0.402
0.401

0.500
0.453
0.516
0.515

0.346
0.314
0.358
0.357
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0.824
0.947
0.865

0.391
0.354
0.404
0.403

0.820
0.743
0.847
0.845

0.820
0.743
0.847
0.845

SRC >
|2.58|
45
0
0
0
0
0
10

Table 8
Implied Correlations, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and Composite Reliability (CR) –
Model 1D
Variable
1. Managerial Coaching
2. Increasing Structural Job Resources
3. Increasing Social Job Resources
4. Seeking Challenges
5. Job Engagement

1
0.802
0.367
0.758
0.368
0.475

2

3

4

5

0.806
0.378
0.537
0.609

0.775
0.419
0.422

0.576
0.477

0.815

0.857
0.600

0.911
0.775

0.887
0.664

CR
0.927 0.881
AVE
0.644 0.649
Note: Square root of AVE along diagonal

Figure 14. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1
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Figure 15. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1A

Figure 16. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1B
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Figure 17. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1C

Figure 18. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1D
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Figure 19. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 2
Structural models. The model proposing an indirect effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement through increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and
seeking challenges, controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement
was tested using these three dimensions of job crafting as the mediators. Next, the errors were
correlated for the factors of job crafting due to similarity in wording of the items (Rich, Lepine,
& Crawford, 2012), such as “I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest” and “I ask for
more responsibilities” (Vogt et al., 2015). The resulting Model 1E, was a better fitting model.
An additional model, Model 1F, suggesting no direct effect of managerial coaching on
job engagement was tested. This Model 1F, while also showing fair model fit, did have a lower,
but still acceptable CFI, higher, but still acceptable RMSEA, and higher AIC and BIC than
Model 1E. Model 1F also had an improved SRMR, becoming closer to the desired value.
Furthermore, Model 1F resulted in all statistically significant structural paths, whereas Model 1E
did not, providing evidence of suppression for multicollinearity in Model 1E. Some recent
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studies have indicated that managerial coaching is correlated with increased engagement when
mediating constructs are present (Carrell, 2018) and the model fit indices indicate that Model 1F
has acceptable fit and statistically significant structural paths, therefore Model 1F was selected.

Table 9
Fit Indices for Structural Models
Model

χ2

df

Model 1D
397.650
202
Model 1E
342.030
199
Model 1F
349.573
200
Note. R2 = R2 of Engagement.

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

.062
.053
.054

0.0805
0.0395
0.0437

.948
.962
.960

AIC
499.650
450.030
455.573

BIC
680.254
641.259
643.260

SRC >
|2.58|
15
0
0

Indirect effects were also measured using phantom modeling (Macho & Ledermann,
2011; Perera, 2013). AMOS was used for the mediation testing, following procedures outlined
by Kline to measure the indirect effect of the mediator after accounting for measurement error
and to determine whether direct or indirect effects were significantly different than zero (2015).
The phantom modeling procedure indicated that the indirect effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement through increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and
seeking challenges was statistically significant. The spurious effect of increasing social job
resources and seeking challenges was greater than their total effect on job engagement. This is
not unusual when the predictor variable is not controlled and multiple mediators are present in
the model (Miles et al., 2015).
Based on these findings and the best fitting model, Model 1F, Hypothesis 1 of Pilot Study
2 could not be supported as theorized. A higher order job crafting measure could not be
supported and a direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement was not supported.
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R2
.433
.459
.441

Table 10
Bootstrap Estimates of Direct and Indirect Effects
Effect

Point
Estimate
Indirect effect of MC on JE through IStrJR
.131
Direct effect of MC on IStrJR
.303
Direct effect of IStrJR on JE
.433
Indirect effect of MC on JE through ISocJR
.126
Direct effect of MC on ISocJR
.596
Direct effect of ISocJR on JE
.211
Indirect effect of MC on JE through SeekCh .041
Direct effect of MC on SeekCh
.397
Direct effect of SeekCh on JE
.103
Note: Point Estimate is unstandardized.

SE
.034
.055
.080
.044
.057
.072
.022
.073
.050

95% CI
LB
UB
.076
.189
.211
.394
.305
.571
.052
.195
.499
.689
.091
.323
.011
.082
.280
.522
.028
.193

Table 11
Decomposition of Implied Correlations
Correlation

Direct Indirect Total Spurious Implied

IStrJR, Job Engagement

.454

.454

.158

.612

ISocJR, Job Engagement

.213

.213

.232

.445

SeekCh, Job Engagement

.144

.144

.333

.477

.386

0

.386

Managerial Coaching, Job Engagement

.386
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Figure 20. Pilot 2 – Structural Model 1D

Figure 21. Pilot 2 – Structural Model 1E
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Figure 22. Pilot 2 – Structural Model 1F
Additionally, common method bias was measured statistically using the CFA marker
variable approach, as used in similar studies (De Clercq et al., 2014; Lindell & Whitney, 2001;
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon, & Podsakoff, 2003; Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte,
2010). The four-item version of the attitude towards the color blue (ATCB) scale was used as
the marker variable due to previous favorable use as an LMV and brevity (Wall, 2014). A series
of models were tested following the approach used by Shuck, Nimon, and Zigarmi (2017), which
consists of recommendations outlined by Williams, Hartman, and Cavazotte (2010).
The first model tested was a CFA with marker variable model. It included all of the first
order factors in the measurement Model 1D along with the latent marker variable, with the
variance of all factors set to 1. Then, a Baseline Model was tested after fixing the marker
variable item regression weights and error variances to the values from the CFA model output
and fixing the covariances between ATCB, the latent marker variable, and each substantive
variable to 0. The third model tested was a constrained model, Method-C, and was developed by
drawing paths from ATCB to each substantive variable item and then constraining the
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substantive item factor loadings to be equal. Next, an unconstrained model, Method-U, was
tested after removing the substantive item factor loadings from the marker variable. Last, a
restricted model was run, Method-R, after copying the unconstrained model since it was better
fitting than the constrained model, and fixing the substantive factor covariances to the values in
the baseline model.
The findings are listed below in Table 12 and indicate that, because Method-C fit better
than the baseline model, common method variance (CMV) was present. Method-U fit
statistically better than Method C, indicating that the presence of CMV was not the same for all
indicators. Lastly, Method-R was not statistically different than Method-U, indicating the
presence of CMV did not skew the relationships between the substantive variables.

Table 12
Model Fit Indices and Model Comparisons for CFA Models with Marker
Variable.
RMSEA
Model
(90% CI)
LR of Δχ2
comparison
.052
CFA with marker variable 478.2 (284) 0.954
(.044, .060)
.052
Baseline
500.0 (297) 0.952
(.044, .060)
.051
Method-C
490.8 (296) 0.954
(.043, .059)
9, df = 1, ρ = .002
vs. Baseline
.050
Method-U
452.3 (275) 0.958
(.042, .059) 39, df = 21, ρ = .011 vs. Method-C
.048
Method-R
452.9 (285) 0.961
(.040, .056) 0.6, df = 10, ρ = .999 vs. Method-U
Note. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square
error of approximation; LR = likelihood ratio test; U = unconstrained; C = common; R = restricted.
Model

χ2 (df)

CFI

Alternative Job Crafting Measure
An alternative job crafting measure was also analyzed in this Pilot to determine which measure
might best be used in the main study.
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Structural equation modeling. Missing data did not occur in the dataset since all item
responses were required in Qualtrics and incomplete surveys were not used in the analysis.
Skewness and kurtosis tests demonstrated that the data was slightly skewed for three items
associated with job crafting and one item associated with managerial coaching, with those values
above |1.00|, but not above the |2.2| standard used by Sposito, Hand, and Skarpness (1983).
Additionally, one job engagement item, three job crafting items, and one managerial coaching
item had platykurtic distributions, but none above the |2.2| standard (Sposito, Hand, &
Skarpness, 1983). Mardia’s test was performed to evaluate multivariate normality, which takes
into account independence, normality, and linearity (Kline, 2016; Stevens, 2012). The critical
ratio of kurtosis of 14.4 was greater than |1.96| for the majority of items, with Mardia’s test
demonstrating the data was not multivariate normal (Mardia = 58.780, p < .001), If a dataset is
found to be abnormally distributed or linearity is not found, data transformation or truncation
may be used for outliers that are not clearly illegitimately included (Hair et al., 2010; Osborne &
Overbay, 2004). Bootstrapping was conducted in this case because the data failed to meet the
assumption of multivariate normality due to the presence of excessive kurtosis (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008). The majority of bootstrapped estimates did not differ substantively from the nonbootstrapped estimates (the most significant difference was -.011 for second task crafting item),
therefore, the non-bootstrapped data was used.
Composite reliability for each construct was calculated to measure reliability.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was used to determine discriminant validity between structures.
The data was then analyzed using IBM® SPSS® Amos 25 using structural equation modeling in
order to determine if the theoretical model was supported, as has been utilized in other mediation
testing (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007).
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Measurement models. The measurement model included the eight items of the CBI, the
nine items in the three dimensions of the job crafting scale, and the five items of the job
engagement scale. Item scores were used as manifest indicators for the latent variables of
managerial coaching, job engagement, and the first order factors of the job crafting scale, which
include task crafting, relational crafting, and cognitive crafting. Confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was performed to ensure each of these was supported as above for use as indicators and to
determine the best fit model (Hair et al., 2010). Goodness of fit was measured using indices such
as Kline (2016) suggests, including CFI (≥ .95), RMSEA (≤ .08), and SRMR (.05-.08). The
resulting 5-factor model demonstrated better fit than the single factor model, with a better CFI
(.910) and an RMSEA (.074) and SRMR (.067) in the acceptable range (see Table 13).
All of the factor loadings should be greater than .5 at the least, or the more rigorous .7
threshold, but less than .95 (cf. Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). All factor loadings were reviewed and
items that had poor factor loading and support for removal were removed one at a time to arrive
at the best fitting model. The first item measuring relational crafting, ‘I usually limit the amount
of time I spend with people I do not get along with, and only contact them for things that are
absolutely necessary’ had the lowest factor loading (.238) and seemed to focus on an avoidance
behavior that the researcher speculates may have represented an attitude that respondents did not
wish to be associated with and which would be selected only if a negative approach to crafting
were undertaken. The resulting Model 1A had a slightly improved, but still unacceptable CFI
(.919), and an acceptable RMSEA (.073) and SRMR (.057).
The item with the next lowest factor loading was the third item of task crafting (.391), ‘I
work more intensively on tasks I enjoy.’ This item also potentially could be construed as having
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an avoidance connotation. The resulting Model 1B had an improved, but still unacceptable CFI
(.933), and an acceptable RMSEA (.070) and SRMR (.050).
The first item of task crafting, ‘I concentrate on specific tasks’ had a similar low factor
loading (.441). This left the second and only item in task crafting, ‘I undertake or seek for
additional tasks’ (.648). Generally, all of the task crafting items suffered from poor factor
loadings under the .7 threshold (cf. Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), so this factor was eliminated as it was
problematic. It is possible that these items did not adequately capture the theoretical concept of
crafting tasks towards one’s interest, but rather focused on quantity of tasks or effort exerted
toward specific tasks given (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Removing the task crafting
construct, in Model 1C, resulted in an improved, but still unacceptable CFI (.939), and an
acceptable RMSEA (.072) and SRMR (.050).
Past research was also referenced in reviewing the items. One additional item in this
model was below the .5 threshold. The fourth item in job engagement, ‘My mind often wanders
and I think of other things when doing my job,’ had a low factor loading (.468), is a reversecoded item, and has been eliminated in other studies in which this item exhibited low factor
loadings (Lee, Choi, Moon, & Babin, 2014; Malinen & Harju, 2016). Therefore, this item was
eliminated in the model.
Two other items were below the .7 threshold, but above the .5, including the eighth item
in managerial coaching (.593), ‘To help me see different perspectives, my supervisor role-plays
with me’ and the second item in relational crafting ‘I invest in relationships with people whom I
get along with best.’ (.698). The eighth managerial coaching item was also removed from
previous studies (Ellinger et al., 2007; Ellinger et al., 2011; Kim, 2014), therefore in this Pilot
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study, this item was eliminated from the model as well, resulting in Model 1D. The other
relational crafting item was very close to the .7 threshold and therefore remained in the model.
Model 1D resulted in an improved CFI (.947), a similar RMSEA (.074), and a SRMR
below the preferred value of .05 to .08 (Kline, 2016) (.0400, Table 13). Next, the two first-order
factors of job crafting were used to create a second-order factor for job crafting, as in previous
studies (Niessen, 2016). This Model 2 resulted in a lower CFI (.932), an unacceptably high
RMSEA (.084), and an acceptable SRMR (.063, Table 13).
The best fitting measurement model tested was Model 1D, however, this model did not
have fully acceptable fit indices and the model contained such a significant number of items with
low factor loadings that it required complete removal of the task crafting factor, which is a
significant component of job crafting. Since none of the measurement models performed well in
comparison with the Vogt et al. (2015) measure also used in this pilot, no further analysis with
this measure was conducted.
Table 13
Fit Indices for Measurement Models
Model
Single Factor
Model 1
Model 1A
Model 1B
Model 1C
Model 1D
Model 2

χ2
1528.24
474.84
424.28
356.094
301.073
235.438
277.705

df
209
199
179
160
129
98
100

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

AIC

BIC

0.158
0.074
0.073
0.069
0.072
0.074
0.084

0.1349
0.0665
0.0574
0.0495
0.0502
0.0400
0.0625

0.568
0.910
0.919
0.933
0.939
0.947
0.932

1616.244
582.840
528.280
456.094
385.073
311.438
349.705

1772.060
774.068
712.426
633.158
533.806
446.006
477.190
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SRC >
|2.58|
40
9
4
0
0
0
5

Figure 23. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1

Figure 24. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1A
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Figure 25. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1B

Figure 26. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1C
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Figure 27. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 1D

Figure 28. Pilot 2 – Measurement Model 2
Influence of pilot study 2 on the design of the main study. Pilot Study 2 resulted in the
selection of the job crafting measure to be used in the main study. The Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli,
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Jenny, and Bauer measure, published in 2015, uses many of the initial job crafting measure items
as underpinned by the JD-R theory (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) and adjusted for use with
respondents with lower levels of formal education (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Petrou et al.,
2012; Vogt et al., 2015). This measure met acceptable standards for composite reliability and
discriminant validity. Factor loadings were acceptable, which resulted in appropriate construct
validity and model fit. The Niessen measure (2016) used factors of relational, task, and
cognitive crafting and did not result in acceptable factor loadings, particularly for the task
crafting indicator in which no factor loadings were acceptable. Further, model testing without
the task crafting indicator resulted in unacceptable fit. Therefore, the first measure by Vogt et al.
(2015) was selected for use in the main study.
The best fitting model selected from Pilot Study 2 (Model 1F) demonstrated support for
inclusion of all three factors of the job crafting measure, but resulted in lack of support of a
higher order factor of job crafting. The data in this Pilot Study also did not support a direct
effect of managerial coaching on job engagement. As a result of these findings, the main study
hypotheses and theoretical models were refined to include a second hypothesized model with the
three lower order factors of job crafting as mediators, in addition to the main theoretical model
with the higher order factor. The two main hypothesized models were also modified to remove
the direct path from managerial coaching to job engagement and proposed controlling for that
direct effect in an alternative to each hypothesized model.
Design of the Main Study
The main study was a quantitative, half-longitudinal survey design (Cole & Maxwell,
2003) to test the hypothesized model. This design followed the proposed model in ordering the
measurement of variables according to the most critical relationship in the model, separating the
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independent variable from the mediator and dependent variables, and matching them with a selfgenerated identification code (Yurek, Vasey, & Havens, 2008). One can test alternative models
with opposing directions effectively using some portion of a sequential design (Hayes, 2013).
The sequencing strategy generated in this half-longitudinal design allowed for directional testing
without requiring an exhaustive number of survey administrations that could result in potential
for substantial survey mortality, as well as selective study dropout, resulting in sample bias
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The proposed model was strongly grounded in Social Exchange
Theory (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976), the Job Demands-Resources theory (Bakker & Demerouti,
2017), and builds on existing literature and empirical research, further supporting the use of
aspects of a sequential strategy.
Research Setting
The research setting in the skilled trades was carefully selected based on the indication of
current literature as to what context might be most appropriate. It has been empirically
supported that job crafting occurs more frequently when work is demanding and includes a
service aspect (Clegg & Spencer, 2007), is active and includes factors of autonomy and pressure
(Petrou et al., 2012). It has also been empirically supported that blue-collar workers participate
in job crafting (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012) and that job crafting occurs more frequently at
lower levels in an organization (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010).
Similarly, managerial coaching has been associated with performance outcomes for
manual, hourly employees (Ellinger, Ellinger, & Keller, 2003) and managerial coaching in a
service context, which a significant portion of the skilled trades are employed in, which has also
been correlated with positive organizational outcomes (Wheeler, 2011). The need for personal
resources has also been reported to be strongest in the United States and in the service sector, in
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challenging institutional organizations (Avey et al., 2011; Cornum, Matthews, & Seligman,
2011). Therefore, the study of managerial coaching and job crafting in a lower-level, serviceoriented, active and independent work context is appropriate.
Skilled trades workers represent this type of work due to aspects of their jobs, nature of
their work, and the organizational context of construction or maintenance. Moreover, since there
has been significant reported difficulty in staffing for skilled trades work (Wright, 2013), this
employee base represented a suitable research setting for this study.
Population, Sample Frame, and Sample
The study population included skilled trade workers employed in the Southwestern
region of the USA. This region was chosen due to the large volume construction market and the
economy being such that, the shortage of skilled trade workers, combined with the availability of
jobs, presents a difficulty for organizations to employ and retain workers (Brown, 2019; Wright,
2013; Heid, 2016). Such shortage and retention challenges suggest the importance of promoting
employee engagement, which has been positively related to decreased turnover intentions (Bal et
al., 2013; Wright, 2013). The population did not include non-skilled labor, such as custodians
and groundskeepers, as employers are not experiencing the same type of shortages of available
labor ready and able to perform these necessary job functions as the skilled trades and may also
represent a very different context.
Demographic and census data were gathered for such skilled trades workers in order to
identify demographics to be compared to the demographic representation in the main study
(Table 14).
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Table 14
U.S. Census Bureau 2016 Electrician and Study Demographics
Census
Category
Percentage
Gender
Female
2.1
Male
97.9
Age
18-35
34.8
36-56
50.5
57-74
14.5
75-92
0.2
Education
< 1 Year
35.1
Postsecondary
Certificate
1-2 Year
48.4
Postsecondary
Certificate
Associate’s Degree
13.4
2-4 Year
3.1
Postsecondary
Certificate
Bachelor’s Degree
0.0
Marital Status
Single/never married
30.9
Married
53.2
Divorced
10.2
Separated
3.7
Widowed
1.9
Race
White
83.2
Black or African
6.7
American
American Indian
0.6
Alaska Native
0.0
Other Native American 0.1
Asian
1.8
Native Hawaiian or
0.2
other Pacific Islander
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Other/Unknown
Two or more races
Annual Income
Under $30,000
$30,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $59,999
$60,000 - $69,999
$70,000 or over

5.2
2.1
22.7
14.6
13.8
12.9
10.6
25.4

Skilled trades workers employed within this regional area were reached through one of
the largest trade organization and training centers in-person and via e-mails forwarded from the
training director and instructors. The local training center administrator consented to providing
study information and opportunities in order to reach their members, which currently include
over 300 workers actively enrolled in education courses and over 1,000 members, who take
training courses at the center in order to maintain their certification to work. Since all skilled
trades workers are required to take continuing education courses to maintain their certification, it
is expected that this organization’s members will be significantly representative of the population
of skilled trades employees in the region, providing an acceptable sample, however, this will also
be assessed through the data analysis (Bryman & Bell, 2015).
Sample Size Calculation
There are several resources available for recommendations with regard to the necessary
sample size for this type of study using Structural Equation Modeling. Netemeyer, Bearden, and
Sharma (2003) provided a good review of many of the various recommendations from the
literature, dependent on pilot or main study, population, number of items, eigenvalues, and/or
model-fit analysis, typically resulting in a recommendation ranging from 100 to 300.
Schumacker and Lomax (2003) also described the various findings in the literature related to
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sample size, from the general consensus that 100-150 is the minimum appropriate sample size
for SEM (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), to general recommendations of 5-20 subjects per variable
(Bentler & Chou, 1987; Costello & Osborne, 2005) with the lower end suitable for normal and
elliptical distributions in which the latent variables have multiple indicators, to more current
articles that recommend sample sizes of 250-500.
It is important to note that in Pilot Study 2, the sample size of 255 was representative of
the population and sufficient to test and find the indirect effects significant. The main study
sample size of 296 being larger had adequate power for testing the same indirect effects.
In order to more specifically estimate the appropriate sample size for this study,
guidelines provided by Muthen and Muthen (2002) for use with Structural Equation Modeling
were followed to estimate the necessary sample size. These authors proposed a theoretically
grounded, proactive Monte Carlo method in which the study’s estimated indirect and direct
structural paths were modeled a priori. This differs from previous methods that relied more on
figures assigned based on the number of various parameters using a rule-of-thumb approach.
The first order factor loadings for managerial coaching (.75-.88; Ellinger et al., 2003), job
crafting (.39-.84; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Vogt et al., 2015), and job engagement (.7;
Saks, 2006) were identified, resulting in the value of .65 being selected for all variables. Then,
the .65 factor loading was squared and subtracted from 1, resulting in a residual factor variance
set at .5775 for each of the higher order factors.
The correlation coefficient between managerial coaching and job crafting (r = .36-.75),
between job crafting and job engagement (r = .42-.60), and between managerial coaching and job
engagement (r = .39) in Pilot 2 were used to calculate beta weights. The path coefficient from
managerial coaching to job engagement was calculated using the relevant correlations (β = .25 =
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((𝑟𝑀𝐶.𝐽[.39] - ( 𝑟𝐽𝐶.𝐽𝐸 [.51] * 𝑟𝑀𝐶.𝐽𝐶 [.56])) / (1-.41²))) in accordance with Thompson (2006, p.
235). The path coefficient from job crafting to job engagement was also calculated (β = .25 =
((𝑟𝐽𝐶.𝐽[.51] - ( 𝑟𝑀𝐶.𝐽𝐸 [.39] * 𝑟𝑀𝐶.𝐽𝐶 [.56])) / (1-.41²))) (Thompson, 2006, p. 235). The indirect
effect of 0.076 (𝑟𝑀𝐶.𝐽[.56] * 𝛽𝑀𝐶.𝐽𝐸 [.29]) accounted for the path from managerial coaching to job
engagement through job crafting. These values were included in the analysis and following
procedures from Wolf et al. (2013), factor means and indicator intercepts were set to 0 and
10,000 replications used.
The squared correlation and multiple correlation coefficients were used to calculate
residual errors. The squared correlations were subtracted from 1 to determine residual error
values for job crafting (.94; 1- 0.25²) and job engagement (.84; 1- 0.25²). The product measure
was used to calculate the Multiple R² and this was subtracted from 1 to arrive at the residual
factor variance for job engagement (Nathans, Oswald, & Nimon, 2012).
In review of the Monte Carlo simulation conducted, it was determined that a sample of
280 provided sufficient power for this study (above .80) with 95% confidence, with no errors or
bias identified. The last four columns of Table 15 satisfy the parameter requirements set by
Muthen and Muthen (2002).
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Table 15
Monte Carlo Simulation (N = 280)
N

Label

Population
Estimate

Average
Parameter
Estimates

Std.
Dev.

Std.
Error
Avg.

M.S.E

95%
Coverage

% Sig.
Coeff.
Power

Parameter
Estimates

Degree in
the Std.
Err. Est.

95% CI in
Parameter
Est.

220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220
220

A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
A7
A8
B1
B2
B3
B4
B5
B6
B7
B8
B9
B10
B11
B12
B13
C1
C2

0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65
0.65

0.6493
0.6487
0.6495
0.6501
0.6490
0.6484
0.6489
0.6499
0.6503
0.6499
0.6494
0.6491
0.6499
0.6490
0.6493
0.6500
0.6498
0.6493
0.6497
0.6491
0.6486
0.6488
0.6501

0.0643
0.0644
0.0645
0.0646
0.0652
0.0643
0.0642
0.0643
0.0629
0.0619
0.0621
0.0620
0.0631
0.0632
0.0626
0.0626
0.0621
0.0614
0.0623
0.0621
0.0621
0.0681
0.0679

0.0641
0.0641
0.0641
0.0641
0.0641
0.0641
0.0641
0.0641
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0623
0.0675
0.0675

0.0041
0.0041
0.0042
0.0042
0.0042
0.0041
0.0041
0.0041
0.0040
0.0038
0.0039
0.0038
0.0040
0.0040
0.0039
0.0039
0.0039
0.0038
0.0039
0.0039
0.0039
0.0046
0.0046

0.9500
0.9470
0.9520
0.9490
0.9450
0.9460
0.9510
0.9490
0.9500
0.9520
0.9500
0.9520
0.9450
0.9470
0.9460
0.9480
0.9530
0.9520
0.9510
0.9500
0.9510
0.9490
0.9490

1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000

0.108
0.200
0.077
0.015
0.154
0.246
0.169
0.015
0.046
0.015
0.092
0.138
0.015
0.154
0.108
0.000
0.031
0.108
0.046
0.138
0.215
0.185
0.015

0.311
0.466
0.620
0.774
1.687
0.311
0.156
0.311
0.954
0.646
0.322
0.484
1.268
1.424
0.479
0.479
0.322
1.466
0.000
0.322
0.322
0.881
0.589

0.95
0.947
0.952
0.949
0.945
0.946
0.951
0.949
0.95
0.952
0.95
0.952
0.945
0.947
0.946
0.948
0.953
0.952
0.951
0.95
0.951
0.949
0.949

N

Label

Population
Estimate

Average
Parameter
Estimates

Std.
Dev.

Std.
Error
Avg.

M.S.E

220
220
220
220
280

95%
Coverage

% Sig.
Coeff.
Power

Parameter
Estimates

Degree in
the Std.
Err. Est.

95% CI in
Parameter
Est.

C3
0.65
0.6505
0.0680 0.0675 0.0046
0.9470
1.0000
0.077
0.735
0.947
C4
0.65
0.6502
0.0681 0.0675 0.0046
0.9470
1.0000
0.031
0.881
0.947
C5
0.65
0.6492
0.0675 0.0675 0.0046
0.9490
1.0000
0.123
0.000
0.949
F1-F2
0.30
0.2992
0.0717 0.0704 0.0051
0.9430
0.9790
0.267
1.813
0.943
F3 ON
0.25
0.2521
0.0761 0.0748 0.0058
0.9500
0.9290
0.840
1.708
0.95
F1
280 F3 ON
0.25
0.2529
0.0732 0.0725 0.0054
0.9500
0.9460
1.160
0.956
0.95
F2
280 F2 ON
0.25
0.2512
0.0704 0.0689 0.0050
0.9460
0.9600
0.480
2.131
0.946
F1
280 F1 TO
0.062
0.0631
0.0250 0.0248 0.0006
0.9350
0.8290
1.774
0.800
0.935
F3
F1, indicators A1 – A8 = Managerial Coaching; F2, indicators B1 – B13 = Job Crafting; F3, indicators C1 – C5 = Job Engagement
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Consideration was also made for attrition between the first and second survey based on
the half-longitudinal design of the study. Pilot 1 offered a comparison attrition rate due to the
similarity in sample, however, it was also noted that the attrition rate was expected to be lower in
the main study due to the paper survey design. In Pilot 1, 64% of the respondents from Survey 1
provided complete and matched surveys in Survey 2 after data cleaning. This is consistent with
previous use of the same self-generated identification code, which resulted in 66.7% matching
with two waves of surveys taken within six months (Yurek, Vasey, & Havens, 2008). Assuming
the same attrition and matching rate as Pilot 1, the main study would require 438 responses in
order to have 280 responses after data cleaning. As a result, improvements were made to the
data collection and survey design methods to increase completion and matching to reduce the
required number of respondents to achieve the necessary sample.
Given these calculations and the potentially difficult-to-reach sample, the researcher was
made aware of several important considerations. First, it was critical to utilize a well-supported
and communicated strategy to attract and retain study participants. Second, it was necessary to
test a fairly simplified model, which has been devised for this study. Lastly, parceling could be
necessary to evaluate the model, dependent on the number of complete sets of surveys received
(Bandalos, 2008).
Measurement Instruments and Latent Marker Variable
Existing and previously validated scales were used for each construct including the CBI
for managerial coaching (Ellinger et al., 2003) and Saks (2006) measure for job engagement,
which were both used in the pilot studies. Job crafting through increasing structural job
resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges was measured using the scale
that performed well in Pilot 2 (Vogt et al., 2015).

Managerial coaching. This study used Ellinger et al.’s (2003) employee measure of the
CBI scale for managerial coaching behavior. The respondents answered in regard to the
perception of their supervisor’s coaching. This scale has eight items that use a seven-point
Likert frequency scale, ranging from ‘almost never’ to ‘almost always’ to measure coaching
behaviors as facilitation of learning (see Appendix C). These coaching behaviors are reflective
of findings in qualitative critical incident analysis and the items, such as ‘my supervisor provides
me with constructive feedback’ have been validated through review of other coaching literature
(Ellinger et al., 2003).
This scale has demonstrated reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .94 in the original
study (Ellinger et al., 2003) and .92-.95 in more recent studies (Ellinger, Elmadag, & Ellinger,
2007; Hagen & Peterson, 2015; Kim et al., 2013; Pousa & Mathieu, 2014). This is particularly
suitable reliability in behavioral research (Peterson, 1994). Internal consistency has also been
shown in the item-to-total correlations, ranging from .70 to .83 and principal component scores
in the original study range from .77 to .88 (Ellinger et al., 2003).
Data from the multi-item measure is reflective of a unidimensional construct and has
validity, demonstrated by the goodness-of-fit index (GFI) of .93, the comparative fit index (CFI)
of .96, and the incremental fit index (IFI) of .96 (Ellinger et al., 2003; Hair, Anderson, Tatham,
& Black, 1995). Confirmatory factory analysis in the original study indicated significant item
loadings from .75 to .88 (Ellinger et al., 2003) and subsequent studies have found CFA loadings
for items ranging from .75 to .90 (Ellinger et al., 2011; Hagen & Peterson, 2015). The average
variance extracted (AVE) values above the .5 threshold indicate convergent validity (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). Items in the CBI had factor loadings of .72 to .94 in more
recent empirical studies as well (Kalkavan & Katrinli, 2014; Pousa & Mathieu, 2014; Pousa &
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Mathieu, 2015), indicating construct validity due to factor loadings greater than .5 (Kline, 2015).
The CBI has also been correlated with satisfaction with work (r = .67), organization commitment
(r = .66), and role clarity (r = .63), (Kim, 2014) as well as team empowerment (r = .75) and team
learning outcomes (r = .60) (Hagen, 2012).
Data from the CBI has also demonstrated discriminant validity as the latent variable on
average shared more variance with the CBI items (AVE = .64) than it did with other measures
including organizational citizenship behavior (r2 =.07), empowerment (r2 =.14), and performance
(r2 =.08) (cf. Ellinger et al., 2007; Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). The 𝑥 2
difference between a model in which all constructs were freed to correlate and one in which the
inter-factor correlation was set to 1 in the Ellinger, Ellinger and Keller study (2005) also
indicated discriminant validity from employee job sastisfaction and in the Ward, Fischer, Zaid
Lam, and Hall study (2009), discriminant validity with performance was demonstrated through
correlation coefficients less than .2.
Job crafting. Job crafting of the respondent was measured using the Vogt, Hakanen,
Brauchli, Jenny, and Bauer (2015) scale which is comprised of 13 items to measure three
dimensions of the higher-order latent variable. This scale was used due to theoretical support,
reliability and validity, and past use with a study sample of similar educational background and
job type. The job crafting measure was theorized as three correlated factor structures that
include: increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking
challenges. This is reflective of the widely used measurement instrument devised by Tims,
Bakker, and Derks (2012), after removing the factor of decreasing hindering job demands.
Decreasing hindering job demands has been shown not to correlate to work engagement (Petrou
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et al., 2012, 2016), has had low factor loadings, and has not demonstrated convergent validity
into a single-order JCS (Chinelato, Ferreira, & Valentini, 2015).
This job crafting measure selected also uses the Petrou et al. (2012) seeking challenges
dimension instead of that from the original scale (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) due to questions
of the original dimension’s applicability to lower-educated respondents because of a focus on
knowledge work and complicated wording (Vogt et al., 2015; Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012). A
five-point frequency scale is used for all items in the composite measure with 1 meaning ‘never’
and 5 meaning ‘often’ in this scale (see Appendix D). All dimensions of job crafting used in this
measure have been shown to have convergent validity with work engagement (r = .27-.57) (Vogt
et al., 2015). The comparative fit index (CFI) was .93, .92, and .93 and RMSEA was .077, .083,
and .077 in a three-wave study, which indicates model fit (Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2016; Vogt et al.,
2015).
Increasing structural job resources. This dimension consists of five items such as ‘I try
to develop my capabilities’ from the Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) job crafting scale,
measured on a five-point frequency scale. The reliability of the increasing job resources
dimension have been demonstrated with a Cronbach’s alpha of .84 - .85 (Nunnally & Bernstein,
1994; Vogt et al., 2015). Construct validity was demonstrated in some of the factor loadings in
the original study, which ranged from .41 to .84 (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). Tims, Baker,
Derks, and Rhenen (2013) also determined in their study that “the RMSEA and SRMR are low,
indicating that the specified model captures the data and that factor loadings are high,” citing
Iacobucci (2010) and Kenny and McCoach (2003) who had similar conclusions in studies in
which correctly specified models had many variables and stated when “the TLI and CFI
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seem slightly lower than hoped, but the RMSEA seems a bit better, then there may be no real
cause for concern” (Kenny & McCoach, 2003, p. 349). The RMSEA of .04 (Tims, Bakker, &
Derks, 2012) and .05 (Tims, Bakker, Derks, & Rhenen, 2013) and SRMR of .06 (Tims, Bakker,
Derks, & Rhenen, 2013) therefore indicate that factor loadings were sufficient in these studies
(Iacobucci, 2010; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Tims, Bakker, Derks, & Rhenen, 2013).
Increasing structural job resources was significantly and positively correlated with
proactive personality (rs = .46) and personal initiative (rs = .51 and .57; Tims, Bakker, & Derks,
2012), as well as with psychological capital (rs = .48 and .31; Van Wingerden, Derks, &
Bakker, 2015) and positive affect (rs = .33; Chinelato, Ferreira, & Valentini, 2015) and was
negatively correlated with cynicism (rs = -.24 and -.19; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) and
negative affect (rs = -.13; Chinelato, Ferreira, & Valentini, 2015). The dimension also showed
positive correlations with other job crafting dimensions of increasing social job resources (rs =
.39 and .47; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; rs = .29-.33; Vogt et al., 2015) and increasing
challenging job demands (rs = .51 and .61; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; rs = .29-.31; Vogt et
al., 2015), and a significant negative correlation existed between increasing structural job
resources and decreasing hindering job demands (rs = -.20; Van Wingerden, Derks, & Bakker,
2015).
Increasing social job resources. The second dimension consists of five items, including
‘I look to my supervisor for inspiration’ with a Cronbach’s alpha of .77 to .80 (Tims, Bakker, &
Derks, 2012; Vogt et al., 2015). Construct validity was demonstrated for some items with factor
loadings on the measure ranging from .39 to .80 (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). Increasing
social job resources has demonstrated significant positive correlation with other job crafting
dimensions of increasing structural job resources (rs = .39 and .47; Tims, Bakker, & Derks,
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2012; rs = .29-.33; Vogt et al., 2015) and increasing challenging job demands (rs = .40 and .42;
Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; rs = .41-.47; Vogt et al., 2015), as well as a significant positive
correlation with decreasing hindering job demands in another study (rs = .22; Van Wingerden,
Derks, & Bakker, 2015). Increasing social job resources has also demonstrated a positive
correlation with psychological capital and in-role performance (rs = .33 and .22; Van Wingerden,
Derks, & Bakker, 2015). Discriminant validity has been demonstrated with cynicism (rs = -.17
and -.24; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) and in-role performance (rs = .13; Chinelato, Ferreira, &
Valentini, 2015).
Seeking challenges. This dimension of job crafting consists of the three items derived
from the Petrou et al. (2012) scale such as ‘I ask for more tasks if I finish my work’ and also uses
a five-point frequency scale (Vogt et al., 2015). These items were used as opposed to the
dimension items in the Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) scale due to adjustments made to the
questions to pertain to the work and verbiage of employees with lower educational backgrounds,
as well as the higher factor loadings in this dimension. Seeking challenges has had a Cronbach’s
alpha of .76 to .82 in previous studies (Petrou et al., 2012; Vogt et al., 2015). Item factor
loadings have been .65 to .81 (Petrou et al., 2012). Seeking challenges has had convergent
validity with increasing structural job resources (r = .29-.31) and increasing social job resources
(r = .41-.47), as well as moderate convergent validity with work engagement (r = .27-.30; Vogt
et al., 2015). Discriminant validity of seeking challenges has been demonstrated with
psychological capital (r = .17-.20; Vogt et al., 2015).
Nielsen and Abildgaard (2012) offer an altered version of the above scale developed for
use in research involving blue-collar workers. The scale employs a decreased focus on mental
work, simplifies wording, and offers clarification on behaviors in a production setting. The
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scale, however, uses decreasing social job demands and eliminates increasing of structural job
resources and adds increasing quantitative demands. This particular scale and subsequent
research study focused on a lower-skilled environment in a postal service, which differs from the
context of this study (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012). Skilled trades work does involve higherlevel mental work and less focus on simplified quantitative demands and social interaction, and
in addition, because the factors were changed significantly and not commonly used, this scale
was not selected.
Job engagement. Sak’s (2006) instrument for measuring job engagement of the
respondent includes five items. This measure is built on Kahn’s (1990) theoretical framework of
engagement as meaningfulness, safety, and availability and Social Exchange Theory, which
suggests that an employee will wish to “give back” to their organization when they receive
resources and can do so in the form of their engagement. This scale is also framed around
Kahn’s (1990) conceptualization and other models of engagement as being role-specific (May et
al., 2004; Rothbard, 2001). It differentiates between the two dominant roles one plays in the
workplace, measuring the forms of engagement that employees utilize with their jobs as opposed
to their organizations, in this scale. Each item is measured on a five-point agreement scale (see
Appendix E).
Job engagement has five items, including ‘I really “throw” myself into my job’ and a
Cronbach’s alpha of .82, indicating reliability. One of the items is reverse-coded. The five job
engagement items each loaded .70 or higher with cross-factor loadings less than .20 (Saks,
2006), indicating convergent validity. The reported AVE in subsequent studies (.88) over .5 also
indicates convergent validity (Christian et al., 2011; Hair et al., 2010). This measure of job
engagement has also demonstrated discriminant validity from job attitudes, such as job
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satisfaction (r = .53), organizational commitment (r = .59), and job involvement (r = .52) in
predicting performance as the correlations are considerably less than 1.00 (Christian et al., 2011;
Harter & Schmidt, 2008).
While Saks reported a significant correlation between job and organization engagement,
the results of a paired t-test indicated significant difference and participants indicated higher
levels of job than organization engagement (2006). Subsequent studies have shown the same
initial similarity in correlation and resulting significant difference in a paired t-test (Andrew &
Sofian, 2011). Ellinger, Musgrove, and Ellinger used job and organization engagement in
another study along with informal managerial coaching, formal training, and service climate,
which resulted in a square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) of .71 for job
engagement and .80 for organization engagement (2012), which is greater than the factor
correlations of .35 for job engagement and .53 for organization engagement, further supporting
the discriminant validity of each. Studies have also shown a strong correlation from job
engagement to organization engagement (Lee, Choi, Moon, & Babin, 2014). However, this
study will focus on the job engagement construct as it most directly relates to job crafting.

139

Table 15
Instrumentation Scales
Dimension
Managerial
Coaching
Increasing
Structural Job
Resources
Increasing Social
Job Resources
Seeking
Challenges
Job Engagement

Cronbach’s
Alpha
.92-.95

Number
of Items
8

Factor
Loading
.70-.83

.84-.85

5

.41-.84

.77-.80

5

.39-.80

.76-.82

3

.65-.81

.82

5

<.70

Scale

Sample Item

7-point
frequency
5-point
frequency

My supervisor provides me
with constructive feedback.
I try to develop my
capabilities.

5-point
frequency
5-point
frequency
5-point
agreement

I look to my supervisor for
inspiration.
I ask for more tasks if I
finish my work.
I really “throw” myself into
my job.

Note: Scale Information for CBI from Ellinger et al., (2003). Scale Information for Increasing
Structural Job Resources, Increasing Social Job Resources, and Seeking Challenges from
Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, (2015). Scale Information for Job Engagement
from Saks, (2006). Scale Information for Attitude Toward Color Blue from Miller & Chiodo,
(2008).

Latent marker variable. The marker variable used in this main study will be the
attitude towards the color blue (ATCB) four-item measurement scale (Wall, 2014), as was used
in Pilot Study 2 as a control variable. This is a reduced-item set from the originally devised scale
used to measure respondents’ attitudes related to the color blue, consisting of eight items (Miller
& Chiodo, 2008). The original scale was developed to be used as a latent marker variable
(LMV) and was identified as a favorable LMV due to the likelihood of eliciting similar
responses as other attitudinal measures using a Likert scale, thereby producing similar common
method bias (Simmering, Fuller, Richardson, Ocal, & Atinc, 2014). The ATCB should have had
no theoretical relationship with the other variables in the study, a requirement for selection of a
LMV (Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Simmering et al., 2014). This scale measures perceptions of
one’s own attitudes or state, as do the other study variables, so this scale was likely to evoke
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similar cognitive assessment on the part of the respondent. Furthermore, this measure uses a 5point Likert scale, similar to other scales in the study, thus resulting in similar cognitive
processing by the respondent. When the respondent uses similar cognitive assessment and
processing for the marker variable, equivalent levels of bias are likely to occur as with the study
variables (Simmering et al., 2014). While the ATCB measure is likely to be prone to similar bias
in cognitive processing, it is also dissimilar enough from the other study variables to not be
highly correlated, which is an important factor in selecting a marker variable (Simmering et al.,
2014). A study participant who is coached by their manager, crafts their job, or is highly
engaged in their job, does not necessarily possess more positive or negative attitudes toward the
color blue. The non-correlation of attitudes toward the color blue to the other study variables
was validated in Pilot Study 2.
This shortened ATCB was advantageous as it was reflective of all of these aspects of the
original scale and included fewer items to avoid participant fatigue, which can cause a host of
other issues with a study, particularly in a half-longitudinal study (Dillman et al., 2014; Galesic
& Bosnjak, 2009). The shortened ATCB had also been successfully used in other studies among
similar constructs in which it demonstrated minimal correlation (.2 or lower) with other study
variables (Wall, 2014).
In a half-longitudinal study, the use of a marker variable provides a suitable measure for
common method variance (CMV), while context effects are addressed through the separation of
the predictor and criterion variable into two different surveys (Lindell & Whitney, 2001). This
ATCB scale also minimized any potential serial-position effects as a result of participant
exhaustion because it did not require extensive cognitive processing, contained novelty content
and narrow definitions, and was not a self-report of others behavior as the predictor variable was.

141

Because it was similar in semantic content and proximal to the criterion variable, this placement
also avoided an inflated measure of CMV (Harrison et al., 1996; Lindell & Whitney, 2001). The
instrument asked respondents to rate each positively worded item, including statements such as ‘I
prefer blue to other colors’ on a seven-point scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly
agree’ (Wall, 2014).
Demographic Variables
Demographic variables of sex, age, education, marital status, race, salary, work status
(full-time, part-time, etc.), supervisory level, organizational tenure, and work tenure were
considered due to their past impact on social science research (Feldman, 1989; Hall & Hall,
1976). Particularly, in studies in which engagement was an outcome variable, sex, age,
education, tenure, and supervisory level were used as demographic variables (Bal & DeLange,
2015; Banihani & Syed, 2017; Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006; Shuck, et al., 2011a). Work status
was not included as the study required that the employees be working full-time to participate in
the study. Demographic questions selected for inclusion have been used in similar studies,
including sex, generational cohort, marital status, race and ethnicity, income, education,
organizational tenure, work tenure, and position level (Feldman, 1989; Rich et al., 2010; Saks,
2006; Shuck et al., 2011a; Zemke, Raines, & Filipczak, 2000). It is important to accurately
collect, analyze, and report this type of recommended data to determine if the sample is
representative (Nimon, Zientek, & Henson, 2012).
Sex was recorded using the U.S. Census Bureau item (2017), which asked if the
respondent’s sex was male or female (2017). The generational cohort demographic item was
consistent with Parry and Urwin’s (2011) research on generational differences and identified
separations in age of 18-35, 36-56, 57-74, and 75-92, as well as options to indicate the
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respondent was under 18 to allow for verification of qualification and representation of the
different cohorts present in this particular study. Respondent education was recorded as some
schooling (grade 1-11), high school diploma or equivalent, trade/technical certificate, some
college, Associate’s degree, Bachelor’s degree, or postgraduate degree in order to compare with
available data from the (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016). Marital status was compared with available
data to include single/never married, married, divorced, separated, or widowed (U.S. Department
of Labor, 2016). Race and ethnicity were included, using items from the U. S. Census Bureau,
first recording response to whether the respondent was of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
with the response options as No; Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano; Yes, Puerto
Rican; Yes, Cuban; or Yes, Other Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin and then asking the
respondent to select race as White, Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska
Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, or Other (2018). Income was
operationalized using U.S. Census Bureau categories of available data for skilled trades workers
and included under the following responses: $30,000, $30,000-$39,000, $40,000-$49,999,
$50,000-$59,999, $60,000-$69,999, and $70,000 or over (2014).
Organizational tenure and work tenure were measured in increments of less than a year, 1
to 3 years, 4 to 6 years, 7 to 9 years, or 10 years or more, as these measures have demonstrated
past influence on similar study variables (Niessen, 2016; Parkes, Bochner, & Schneider, 2001).
Position level was measured as front-line worker or management, as in studies with similar
constructs and as applicable to this study (Shuck et al., 2011a).
Survey Design
The literature provides several sources for empirical data comparisons of response rates
between paper and web-based or electronic survey designs, indicating that paper surveys achieve
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a higher response rate, in one selection of eight studies averaging 23% greater response
(Converse et al., 2008; Nulty, 2008; Shih & Fan, 2008). While it is generally accepted that paper
surveys achieve higher response rates, it may be as important that the survey method match
respondent needs and cultural fit (Church, 2001; Nulty, 2008). It has also been noted that the
results of methods to increase response rates can vary significantly by respondent characteristics
(Anseel, Lievens, Schollaert, & Choragwicka, 2010), so a thoughtful selection of methods should
be made. For this survey of participants in education courses, it matched respondents best to
distribute paper surveys during their courses, as it was most reflective of the course instruction
they were accustomed to receive. Since response rate was particularly important in this halflongitudinal study and the pilot studies achieved response rates that could be improved compared
to other studies, the paper survey distribution method was selected (Dillman et al., 2014; Nulty,
2008).
The first survey included the independent variable, managerial coaching. The second
survey included the mediator, job crafting, and the dependent variable, job engagement, as well
as the marker variable, ATCB, and the demographic variables. Since the strength of the
relationship between the mediator and dependent variable was more critical than the strength of
the relationship between the independent and mediator variable, the mediator and dependent
variables were placed in closer measurement proximity following recommendations to avoid
falsely underestimating the path between the intervening and dependent variable in mediation
models and to increase power (Hoyle & Robinson, 2004, p. 227).
Studies have also suggested that visual aspects of the survey can be improved to increase
data quality, including congruence of the visual and conceptual middle of a scale on the survey,
presentation of all items from a scale on the same page, and a logical progression of response
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options, which can reduce the number of missing items and increases response rate and
attentiveness to individual items, such as reverse wording (Tourangeau, Conrad, & Couper,
2013; Tourangeau, Couper, & Conrad, 2004). These methods will be used in an easy-to-view
format without complex headers, following the findings of previous research, which suggest that
minimizing page advancement that could lengthen the survey and lead to drop-out, also avoids
over-correlation, association, or satisficing when there are too many items on one page (Toepoel,
Das, & Van Soest, 2009). According to empirical research, the use of a simple, easy-to-read grid
or matrix-style set of questions is correlated with a reduction of previously reported negative
effects associated with grid use, such as straight-lining (Couper, Tourangeau, Conrad, & Zhang,
2013). These items were grouped by construct as it has been recommended to include related
items on the same screen when possible to more clearly reflect the logic and flow of a
conversational dialogue (Dillman et al., 2014). These strategies were particularly important to
consider in this study as other studies have suggested that the effect of study design is more
significant on individuals with lower levels of formal education (Kaminska, McCutcheon, &
Billiet, 2010).
The researcher also employed strategies to prevent straight-lining in the study design.
This was particularly important given that this study targeted the skilled trades population, which
is largely comprised of males with traditionally lower levels of academic performance than the
general population. These two factors have been shown to increase straight-lining (Cole,
McCormick, & Gonyea, 2012; Kaminska, McCutcheon, & Billiet, 2010). Since straight-lining is
less common in early item sets, the researcher reviewed the latter half of the survey instrument to
ensure later items were very clear and presented in a way that was not overwhelming to the
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respondent with too many items on a single screen or with headings and directions that were
difficult to locate.
Encouragement and a perceived actual effort less than or equal to the expected effort to
complete the survey seem to be the correlated factors in decreasing drop-off rates (Conrad,
Couper, Tourangeau, & Peytchev, 2003; Crawford, Couper, & Lamias, 2001), so this strategy
was utilized by providing encouragement and accurate information on completion time required
in the invitation. Participants were also asked to answer each question to attempt to avoid
problematic incomplete datasets. Most data analysis techniques were not designed to include
missing data and the researcher must be wary of ad hoc edits of the data. Therefore, for the
purposes of this study, all answers were requested of participants (Schafer & Graham, 2002).
Design of Survey – Part I. In the invitation to the survey and again in the consent, in
order to mitigate common method bias, procedural remedies were employed, including assurance
of confidentiality and reduction of evaluation apprehension by assuring the participant that there
were no wrong answers (Podsakoff et al., 2003). A bot check was not necessary since the survey
was conducted on paper. An Instructional Manipulation Check (IMC) was not included since
participants were given the survey in person during class with ample time for completion, which
generally results in limited satisficing and because there was no way to redirect to attentiveness
during a paper survey. Further, failure of the IMC would not result in the researcher eliminating
the survey in order to avoid generalizability issues and achieve the maximum number of
completed surveys (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009) and removing the IMC also
helps minimize the potential for participant distrust (Dillman et al., 2014; Fan & Yan, 2010). No
screening questions were necessary as all participant eligibility was verified by the training
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center administration who arranged the full-time employment of each participant as an
electrician prior to dissemination of the survey and as a requirement of enrollment in the course.
In order to match the first and second surveys, participants were asked to create a selfgenerated identification code at the end of both surveys, which provided information pertinent
for matching that did not specifically identify the individual responding. The self-generated
identification code consisted of the same four items in each survey (Yurek, Vasey, & Havens,
2008). The items had been slightly modified, as seen in Table 6, to be more specific as a result
of findings in Pilot Study 1. Part I of the survey may be found in Appendix Q.
Table 16
Self-Generated Identification Code Items
Item Order
1
2
3
4

Item
First letter of biological mother's first name (if unknown, use X)
Number of full biological older brothers (include alive and
deceased, enter 0 if applicable)
Number representing the month you were born (1-12)
First letter of your middle name (if none, use X)

Design of Survey – Part II. The second survey administration included the mediator,
dependent, marker variable, and demographic variables, providing separation between the
predictor in Part I and the criterion variable in Part II (Cole & Maxwell, 2003; Lindell &
Whitney, 2001). The intervening variable was measured in closer proximity to the dependent
variable than the independent variable to increase power and because it is important not to
falsely underestimate the path from the intervening to dependent variable in mediation models
(Hoyle & Robinson, 2004, p. 227). In the second survey administration, the latent variable,
ATCB appeared after the mediator and dependent variable items and before the self-generated
identification code and demographic variable items. This ATCB scale items did not require
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extensive cognitive processing, contained novelty content and narrow definitions, and was not a
self-report of others behavior as the predictor variable was. Because it was similar in semantic
content and proximal to the criterion variable, this placement avoided serial-position effects as a
result of participant exhaustion and an inflated measure of CMV (Harrison et al., 1996; Lindell
& Whitney, 2001).
Demographic variable items were placed at the end of the second survey administration
since these questions tend to be more sensitive in nature and could have detered the decision to
participate in the study if they were asked earlier (Teclaw, Price, & Osatuke, 2012). The same
survey layout features were used in the second survey as the first survey administration, with all
scale items on the same page, a simplified grid matrix, logical progression of response options,
and encouragement provided to continue through the completion of the survey. Part II of the
survey may be found in Appendix R.
Response and Common Method Bias
The surveys were administered in-person following pre-notification including
information regarding sponsorship from the university, in order to provide direct availability to
respondents, capture the most information possible, and since a significant number of
respondents working in the skilled trades may be difficult to reach through electronic means.
These are supported methods to mitigate response bias (Fan & Yan, 2010; Nulty, 2008).
Temporal separation between the predictor and criterion variables and variation of scale
properties was used to reduce common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Lee, 2012) in
this study. The first survey administration included the independent variable (Hayes, 2013).
Counterbalancing of the construct order (Podsakoff et al., 2003) was not performed as other
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accepted procedural and statistical methods to reduce potential common method bias were
utilized that pose less likelihood to be subject to priming effects.
Common method bias was measured statistically using a marker variable approach, as
used in similar studies (De Clercq et al., 2014; Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Jeong-Yeon, & Podsakoff, 2003). The Comprehensive Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
marker test was the marker variable procedure employed as it provides a robust analysis that is
supported in Structural Equation Modeling (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010). Although
empirical evidence suggests that there is no ideal method for measuring this potential error
(Richardson, Simmering, & Sturman, 2009), using a CFA marker variable provided a supported
statistical analysis of common method variance (Williams, 1995).
Data Collection Procedures
Data was collected from skilled trades employees from the largest trade association and
training center in the Southwestern region of the U.S. The organization administrator with
leadership and training responsibilities over these skilled trades employees was contacted to
coordinate participation in the study and contact with eligible employees, including prenotifications and reminders (see Appendix O). The researcher explained the purpose of the study
to the administrator and collaborated with the administrator to develop a schedule to notify and
disseminate the surveys in the organization and ensure all eligible workers understood the nature
of the study and need for participation (see Table 18). This timeline followed guidelines that
matched the framing of the measure and allowed for release of short-term memory of previous
data collected, while also allowing for completion prior to the end of the semester of courses,
which would have extended the second data collection time several months ahead likely causing
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issues with matching collected data (Hoyle & Robinson, 2004, p. 223-224; Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Lee, 2012, p. 549; Yurek, Vasey, & Havens, 2008).
Table 18
Data Collection Timeline
Activity
Study Information Emails Distributed
In-Class Announcements
Flyer Distributed in Student Packets
Survey 1 Conducted in Class
Survey 2 Conducted in Class

Start Date
4/22/2019
4/22/2019
4/29/2019
5/6/2019
5/14/2019

End Date
4/26/2019
4/26/2019.
5/3/2019
5/16/2019
5/30/2019

The pre-notification was distributed via emails forwarded to class participants from the
training administrator, individual flyers in student information packets, and administrator and
instructor announcements, while the invitation to participate directly prior to the survey
distribution was announced in person during classes and meetings by the administrator and
researcher (see Appendix O). Personal discussions and pre-planning of survey deployment with
the organization administrator and instructors was effective in generating a strategy to achieve
the highest possible response rates. Participants were informed that they could opt out of survey
completion at any time. The administrator was encouraged to allow workers to participate in the
survey for educational purposes and to further understanding of the skilled trades. Employees
eligible to participate in the study were contacted in person at the training center. The first
contact was an email forwarded to instructors and students with study information from the
researcher. Secondarily, the administrator and instructors at the center made announcements in
meetings and classes about the upcoming study. Last, a flyer was sent to each individual at the
training center one week in advance of the first survey. Directly prior to survey distribution on
each date of distribution, participants were provided background information to the study again
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via in-class announcements and an informed consent detail and response requirement for
completion (see Appendix P-Q). Survey participants were able to select not to participate or to
discontinue the survey at any time and were informed of this in the invitation to participate and
the consent. The second survey was disseminated to all potential participants in the same
manner, beginning at one week after the first survey.
The workers were informed that their participation/non-participation and responses
would not be made available to anyone except the research team members and would not in any
way effect their membership with the trade organization, certification, or employment.
Participants were informed that the study would include the completion of two surveys, which
would take approximately ten minutes each to complete, with one to two weeks of elapsed time
in between surveys, depending on class meeting time (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Lee, 2012).
The second survey was distributed to potential participants one to two weeks after the first
survey invitation in the same manner with an invitation read aloud and a required informed
consent page (see Appendix R). All survey responses were confidential and a four-item, selfgenerated identification code was used to match surveys so that no personally identifying
information was required, yet matching of the two surveys could be accomplished (Yurek,
Vasey, & Havens, 2008). Participants were given the option to enter a drawing for a chance to
win a $100 Bass Pro gift card or a semester scholarship for any education courses after they
completed the second survey if they chose to provide any email address (see Appendix R).
Incentive strategies in classroom settings such as this have been studied, with a small grade
incentive being the most effective (Dommeyer et al., 2004), which was not possible in this
course due to industry regulations, so the next most effective incentive strategy, the prize lottery
with reminders from instructors and students was chosen (Nulty, 2008).
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The likelihood of non-response was controlled using multiple methods, including the use
of paper surveys to achieve the highest response rates in comparison with electronic surveys
(Nulty, 2008). Pre-notification with emphasis on the salience of the topic and sponsorship by the
university and association was also used to increase response rate (Fan & Yan, 2010). The
administration of the trade organization of the target sample arranged to pre-notify potential
respondents of the survey via e-mail, verbal communication and flyers with survey information
describing the study and its purpose, provided by the researcher. This was completed one week
prior to the survey opening in order to ensure that all potential participants were reached and had
time to ask any questions and communicate with the researcher or administrator. It also gave the
administrator at the organization time to gather any information or feedback needed and to
forward it to the researcher. The pre-notification announcements repeated briefly the purpose of
the study, survey description, and date of the survey deployment. The organization administrator
was also provided an email pre-notification to forward directly to instructors with more detailed,
descriptive study information via email prior to the opening of the survey, so that they also had
time to ask questions and become familiar with the study in order to sponsor it with their
students. This pre-notification and the following invitation and reminders were developed with
consideration of the particulars of the survey and study population, rather than according to a
specific five-contact or similar repeatable strategy that may not reflect the particulars of this
sample. This follows the most updated recommendations in survey contact strategy (Dillman et
al., 2014). Empirical research has also shown that straight-lining is increased when a respondent
is participating after multiple waves of invitations (Cole, McCormick, & Gonyea, 2012). By
using pre-notification, highlighting sponsorship of the survey, and using early, personal contact
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strategies in courses and meetings, multiple waves of invitations and deployments was avoided,
while resulting in a significant response rate.
Based on empirical findings, the nature of the survey, and the study population, it was
deemed best to deploy the surveys at regularly scheduled in-person meetings or courses (Van
Dessell, 2015; Zheng, 2011). Reminders were used as has been indicated is most effective, prior
to and in preparation for each survey distribution (Fan & Yan, 2010; Kaplowitz, Hadlock, &
Levine, 2004; Sauermann & Roach, 2013). The altering of reminder verbiage and variance in
timing was also employed, since it has been indicated that this increases the odds of response by
over 30% with minimal degradation of response quality (Sauermann & Roach, 2013). The use
of persuasion, highlighting the value of the study and exclusivity of selection for participation
(Fan & Yan, 2010; Frohlich, 2002), as well as sponsorship of the study from the university was
highlighted to increase response rate (Frohlich, 2002). Furthermore, since research has shown
that personal invitations to participate is a key source in response rate variability and that
pleading for help from potential respondents in survey invitations and reminders can improve
response, this strategy was employed as well (Trouteaud, 2004).
Follow-up discussions with organizational leaders who assisted in deploying the study to
continue promotion of the survey through reiteration of the saliency of the topic occured
(Frohlich, 2002; Song & Parry, 1999), with personalization as much as possible (Sauermann &
Roach, 2013). These discussions and encouragement occurred throughout the study to ensure
the study continued to be deemed as beneficial, unobtrusive, and not burdensome. The
administration, instructors, and participants were offered information on the results of the survey
should they be interested in reviewing aggregated data and reporting (Frohlich, 2002). The pre-
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notification, invitation, and reminders were used to encourage participants in lieu of other
techniques that may have limited effect on data collected (Dillman et al., 2014).
Data Analysis Procedures
Responses to the survey items were collected and data entered manually into IBM®
SPSS for further analysis. No email addresses were entered into the file and only a respondent
ID resulting from a randomly generated number assignment and the self-generated identification
code was maintained in the de-identified file. All data was kept confidential by the research
team. Collected data from surveys was matched, reviewed to ensure responses were complete
and accurate, and any surveys in question were addressed using the data cleaning methods
described below.
Data Cleaning. First, a macro was used to generate the identification code and match
surveys and secondarily, visual inspection was completed to insure that no matches were missed.
In the administration of each survey to all enrolled course participants present, every attendee
was required to return their survey form, whether completed or not. The surveys that were
submitted in the first survey administration (n = 340) included some that were not able to be
matched with a Survey 2 (n = 20) and in Survey 2 submissions (n = 340), a similar number of
surveys completed were not able to matched with a Survey 1 (n = 15), resulting in approximately
5.2% of total surveys remaining unmatched. These results demonstrate very successful matching
compared to previous studies (Yurek, Vasey, & Havens, 2008) and was attributed to the
researcher stressing the importance of the code for matching purposes during the introduction of
each survey administration and to the proximal timing and similarity in setting of each instance
of data collection.
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The potential for occurrence of missing data in the paper surveys required review and
proper treatment of such responses. In Survey 1, a small number of attendees did not consent (n
= 7) or did not complete the self-generated identification code (n = 1). In Survey 2, a small
number of attendees did not complete the survey (n = 3), did not respond affirmatively to the
consent (n = 2), or did not include a self-generated identification code (n = 5). In addition, 15 of
the matched surveys included at least one other item missing from the completed survey. In
total, missing data occurred in less than 10% of the surveys (4.8%) and less than 1% of the total
data (0.1%), which is generally considered a small amount of missing data (Byrne, 2010, p. 353;
Kline, 1998). Since there was a small amount of missing data and it was assumed to be missing
completely at random (MCAR) as it appeared to be independent of all other variables in the data
set, any responses with incomplete data were removed from the dataset using listwise deletion,
which is recommended to yield reliable solutions with this type of data (Byrne, 2010;
Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). .
Once the surveys were matched and any surveys that did not include the consent or
complete data were removed, the dataset was reviewed for straight-lining, in which the
respondent simply selected the same response for each question throughout the survey.
Although straight-lining does occur, it is relatively rare and difficult to verify (Cole, McCormick,
& Gonyea, 2012). For example, if a respondent generally answers in a positive manner, such as
“somewhat agree” to each item in a 5-item scale, it is possible that they actually do somewhat
agree with each statement. Straight-lining is most commonly observed within a single set of
items and is rarely present in the entire survey, therefore, it is difficult to discern when straightlining has truly occurred merely through observation of the dataset (Cole, McCormick, &
Gonyea, 2012). To this end, the researcher only eliminated responses if the entire survey was
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straight-lined or the section with the negatively-worded item in the job engagement scale was
straight-lined outside of the midpoint of the scale (Saks, 2006). Straight-lining is relatively rare
and eliminating data due to any other partial straight-lining could actually eliminate valid data,
skewing the findings (Couper, Tourangeau, Conrad, & Zhang, 2013). In both surveys, a small
number of completed surveys included straight-lining of the entire survey or all items within the
scale that included the negatively worded item (n = 8) (Saks, 2006).
Next, a data quality control audit was conducted to check the manually entered data for
accuracy. There are several measures that can be used for checking the quality of manual data
entry, including visual checking, read-aloud, and double data entry. Some visual checking was
conducted by the researcher throughout the data entry process, however, two independent and
separate individuals were employed to conduct additional read aloud verification. Empirical
research has indicated that there is no significant difference between visual checking and read
aloud measures (Barchard & Verenikina, 2013), however, it has been noted that using read aloud
with a different operator is more effective than doing so with the same data entry operator and
may be most effective using a non-automated voice (Kawado et al., 2003). Double data entry
has been empirically supported to detect more errors than read-aloud, but not statistically
significant particularly when there are no text fields, a low initial error rate, and other logical
checks in place, while taking substantially more time to conduct (Fisheries Research, 2009,
Klapwijk et al., 2019).
Surveys were randomly selected using a random number generator until more than 10%
of the surveys had been checked using the read-aloud method, using guidelines for data quality
checking and findings that indicated that data quality in the remaining dataset could be predicted
with high sensitivity and specificity following this method (Klapwijk, 2019 ; Sword &
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Thompson, 1980). In the subset of greater than 10% of the surveys, the error rate was .003%,
indicating that the quality of data entry exceeded typical recommendations of a less than 1%
error rate (Rongala, 2015), as well as error rates found using any of the above methods in
previous studies, including in a clinical setting (Barchard & Verenikina, 2013; Fisheries
Research, 2009; Kawado et al., 2003; Wahi et al., 2008).
An Instructional Manipulation Check was not used in this survey because the respondents
were closely supervised and motivated, which typically results in less error (Oppenheimer et al.,
2009), intervening in a large distribution of paper survey administration could be disruptive, and
because a reverse-coded item was present and if straight-lined, the responses were already
eliminated. Last, any reverse-coded items were reviewed to ensure they were coded correctly.
Assumption Testing. Then, assumption testing was conducted to ensure independence,
normality, and linearity (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). The intraclass correlation coefficient
was calculated to test for independence and nestedness in classes (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).
Skewness and kurtosis was assessed by reviewing the value for any exceeding |2.2| (Sposito,
Hand, & Skarpness, 1983). Mardia’s test was performed to evaluate multivariate normality,
which takes into account normality and linearity (Kline, 2016; Stevens, 2012) by reviewing the
critical ratio of kurtosis to determine if it is greater than |1.96| for the majority of items (Byrne,
2010). If it is, then the dataset is found to be abnormally distributed and multivariate normality
is not found, therefore, data transformation or truncation would be used for outliers that are not
clearly illegitimately included (Hair et al., 2010; Osborne & Overbay, 2004). Bootstrapping was
performed where excessive kurtosis occurred (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). When bootstrapped
estimates did not differ substantively from the non-bootstrapped estimates, the non-bootstrapped
data was used (Byrne, 2010). Multivariate normality includes collinearity and homoscedasticity,
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so these were not tested separately (Kline, 2016). Scatter plots were also reviewed to identify
any non-linear patterns in order to test linearity (Hair et al., 2010). Outliers were tested by using
the Mahalanobis distance measure (Hair et al., 2010).
Structural Equation Modeling. The data was then analyzed using IBM® SPSS and
IBM® SPSS® Amos 25 using structural equation modeling in order to determine if the
theoretical relationships in the model are supported. The use of structural equation modeling
using AMOS for mediation is well supported due to the complex nature of the relationships in
the model, the measurement of error, as well as the opportunity to explore alternative models
(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004).
Measurement Model. First, a correlated three-factor measurement model was
generated, including the eight items of the CBI, the thirteen items in the three dimensions of the
job crafting scale, and the five items of the job engagement scale (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010).
Item scores were used as manifest indicators for managerial coaching job engagement, and the
three first-order factors of the job crafting scale, which include: increasing structural job
resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges. The manifest indicators of
the first order factors of the job crafting scale were used as manifest indicators of the secondorder factor of job crafting in this model (Vogt et al., 2015). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
was performed to ensure each of these is supported as above for use as indicators and to
determine the best fit model (Hair et al., 2010). The resulting 3-factor model was compared with
a 5-factor model, using the three, first-order factors of job crafting instead of the single higherorder factor of job crafting, to determine if it was a better fit. Goodness of fit was measured
using indices such as Kline (2016) suggests, including CFI (≥ .95), RMSEA (≤ .08), and SRMR
(.05-.08), as well as a limited number of SRC (>|2.58|) (Hair et al., 2010).
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All of the factor loadings should be greater than .5 at the least, or the more rigorous .7
threshold, but less than .95 (cf. Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). All factor loadings were reviewed and
items that had poor factor loading and support for removal were removed one at a time to arrive
at the best fitting model, based on the recommended model fit indices (Kline, 2016).
Structure coefficients were measured to ensure that each manifest variable correlated
most with their respective factor (Graham, Guthrie, & Thompson, 2003). The composite
reliability and the average variance extracted range were measured to check for acceptable
convergent validity and reliability, with composite reliability values between .7 and .9 or .95
(Hair et al., 2017). If the correlations between factors were lower than the square root of the
AVE for the individual factors, discriminant validity will be supported (cf. Bryman & Bell,
2015).
Descriptive Statistics. To analyze the resulting data, descriptive statistics were
calculated after the measurement model was tested to summarize the characteristics of the final
dataset. Descriptive statistics included the means, standard deviations, correlations, reliabilities,
factor correlations, and latent mean scores present in the study variables (Hair et al., 2010). This
information assisted in describing the sample related to the demographic variables included in
the study; gender, age, race, marital status, annual income, organizational tenure, work tenure,
and position level of respondents represented in the dataset. It is also important to determine
“whether research results are generalizable to or across different populations, settings, and time
periods” (Bryant, 2000, p. 139). The demographics from this convenience sample were
compared to the available data collected from the U.S. Census Bureau (2016) for electricians to
provide a comparison of the sample to the intended population and to describe the way the
context is similar to other contexts and provide data about the degree of similarity (Kline, 2009,
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p. 68). All respondents were required to satisfy qualification requirements of being age 18 or
over and working full time. The effect size of these demographics will be measured, according
to Cohen’s guidelines for the w statistic (1988).
Structural Model. The structural model was tested by evaluating the coefficients for
construct validity to provide model fit measures for comparison, and the proposed model was
further tested using Structural Equation Modeling to test implied correlations and model fit.
AMOS was used for the mediation testing, following procedures outlined by Preacher, Rucker,
and Hayes (2007).
The best fit retained measurement model was the basis for testing the associated
hypothezied structural model. Next, the errors were correlated for the factors of job crafting due
to similarity in wording of the items (Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2012), such as “I make sure that
I use my capacities to the fullest” and “I ask for more responsibilities” (Vogt et al., 2015). The
alternative hypothesized model, controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement, was also tested. Theoretical and alternative model fit indicators were evaluated
until the best fitting model was identified.
The measurement of indirect effects were also important in this analysis (Preacher &
Hayes, 2004), particularly on the relationship between job crafting and managerial coaching and
job engagement. Bootstrapping was used, as has been supported in similar mediation models
(Preacher & Hayes, 2008).
Indirect effects were measured using phantom modeling for the hypothesized model
(Macho & Ledermann, 2011; Perera, 2013). AMOS was used for the mediation testing,
following procedures outlined by Kline to measure the indirect effect of the mediators after
accounting for measurement error and to determine whether direct or indirect effects were
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significantly different than zero (2015). If the 95% confidence interval of an indirect effect does
not include 0, then it is considered significant (Macho & Ledermann, 2011; Perera, 2013).
Practical significance can be indicated by Cramer’s V ≥ .10 level (Kotrlik & Williams, 2003) or
a more generous interpretation of Cohen’s d as it approaches .2 (Trusty, Thompson, & Petrocelli,
2004). The spurious and implied effects were also measured to address any potentially
confounding factors, although a spurious effect greater than the total effect is not unusual when
the predictor variable is not controlled and multiple mediators are present in the model (Miles et
al., 2015).
Hypothesis Testing. Each structural model was evaluated until the best-fit model was
selected based on the resulting fit indices. Further, the indirect effects of managerial coaching on
job engagement through the mediators in that model were evaluated to determine if the indirect
effect was significantly different than zero. An indirect effect that was significant for the higher
order factor of job crafting supported Hypothesis 1. If the three lower order factors of job
crafting were supported and the indirect effect was significant, then Hypothesis 2 was supported.
If the model fit was best by controlling for a direct effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement, then the alternative of that hypothesis was selected. Practical significance was
determined through intercorrelations greater than .1 or mean differences approaching .2 (Kotrlik
& Williams, 2003).
Common Method Variance. In addition to the efforts described earlier in this chapter to
mitigate response and common method bias, potential for common method variance was also
tested using developments in marker variable techniques, as used in similar studies (De Clercq et
al., 2014; Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon, & Podsakoff, 2003).
The Comprehensive Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) marker test was the procedure
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employed to provide a well-supported test of common method variance (Williams, Hartman, &
Cavazotte, 2013).
The four-item version of the attitude towards the color blue (ATCB) scale was used as
the marker variable due to previous favorable use as an LMV and brevity (Miller & Chiodo,
2008; Wall, 2014). A series of models was tested following the approach used by Williams,
Hartman, and Cavazotte (2010; Shuck, Nimon, & Zigarmi, 2017). The fit indices of these
models were compared to determine if common method variance was present.
First, a CFA model was constructed, including the factors of managerial coaching, job
crafting, job engagement, and the LMV, ATCB. All factors were correlated and the variance on
all factors was set to 1. Next, a baseline model was developed in which the marker variable item
regression weights and error variances were set to the CFA output and the covariances between
the LMV and each factor were set to 0. Then, a Method-C constrained model was constructed to
measure the presence of common method variance by adding paths from the LMV to each
substantive item and constraining each item’s factor loadings from the LMV to be equal. If the
Method-C model did not fit significantly better than the baseline model based on the χ2, CFI, and
RMSEA, there was no evidence of CMV between the indicators of the substantive variables and
the latent marker variable and the analysis was complete.
If the Method-C model did fit significantly better than the baseline model, then a
Method-U or unconstrained model was developed to determine if the variance was the same
across all indicators by removing the substantive item factor loadings from the marker variable.
If the Method-U model did not fit significantly better than the Method-C model, CMV was the
same for all indicators and no further analysis was necessary. If the Method-U model did fit
significantly better, it was used moving forward with the substantive factor covariances set to
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their baseline values, which would become the Method-R or restricted model. If the Method-R
model was statistically different than the Method-U model in this analysis, it would indicate that
the presence of any CMV did skew the relationships between the substantive variables. If CMV
did skew the relationships, reliability decomposition or sensitivity analysis would be conducted.
Limitations
There were several limitations associated with the study that should be acknowledged.
First, the skilled trades workers in this study may have been more likely to engage in job crafting
behaviors due to the nature of the work. There were also some threats to the phased method
used, such as selective sampling. Individuals who volunteer to participate in studies with
multiple data collection have been shown to be of higher intelligence and socioeconomic class
(Baltes, 1968), therefore studies which use repeat data collection may be prone to selective
survival, which occurs when those who complete the survey are qualitatively different than those
who choose not to (Jarvik & Falek, 1963). Selective drop-out, or experimental mortality, could
occur, leading to heterogeneity of the group (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). These effects are
likely minimized by the short-term nature of this phased study, the sample selection and method,
and the incentive to complete all data gathering.
Additional potential limitations of the half-longitudinal design as implemented were that
the constructs were not measured at both times or with multiple measures. There could also be
structural limitations in the model to the number of paths that might realistically be present and
the optimal timing for such a design in this population had not been empirically established
(Cole & Maxwell, 2003). There was the potential for common method bias as respondents were
the only data source and responded based on their recall and perceptions. Attempts were made
to limit this bias by setting respondents at ease by ensuring their confidentiality and reducing

163

evaluation apprehension (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012), by the temporal
separation between the criterion and predictor variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Lee, 2012),
and with the marker variable approach of the Comprehensive Confirmatory Factor Analysis
marker test (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010).
Lastly, since the context was situated in skilled trades in the Southwestern region of the
U.S., the findings of this study may not be generalizable outside of this population, or outside of
the U.S. due to regional influences.
Summary of the Chapter
This chapter began by restating the purpose of the study. It then presented the research
hypotheses and hypothesized model to be tested in this study. It then described the two pilot
studies that were conducted and the influence of the pilot studies on the main study design.
Then, the design of the main study was described. Next, the research setting, description of the
population, sample frame, and sample, measurement instruments, latent marker and demographic
variables to be used were discussed. Following this, the design of the two surveys deployed in
the study were articulated. Then, data collection procedures were reviewed along with data
analysis procedures. Data collection and analysis approaches were explained to ensure reliability
and validity, and limitations associated with the proposed study were articulated.
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Chapter Four – Findings
Introduction
This chapter presents the results of the study. First, a review of the demographic
characteristics of the sample of skilled trades employees who participated in the study is
provided. Next, the assumptions tests and results are evaluated. The data analysis is presented
with a description of procedures and results used to ensure reliability and validity and evaluation
of measurement models. Hypothesis testing is detailed and common method variance in the
study is addressed. This chapter concludes with a summary.
Demographics
An equivalent number of 340 electricians responded to both the first and second survey
administration in May 2019. A relatively small number of Survey 1 submissions were not able
to be matched with a Survey 2 (n = 20) and a comparable number of Survey 2 submissions were
not able to matched with a Survey 1 (n = 15), resulting in a comparatively small 5.2% of total
surveys remaining unmatched (cf. Yurek, Vasey, & Havens, 2008).
In Survey 1, a small number of respondents did not consent (n = 7) or did not complete
the self-generated identification code (n = 1). In Survey 2, a small number of respondents did
not complete the survey (n = 3), did not respond affirmatively to the consent (n = 2), or did not
include a self-generated identification code (n = 5). In addition, 15 of the matched surveys
included at least one other item missing from the completed survey. In total, missing data
occurred in less than 10% of the surveys (4.8%) and less than 1% of the total data (0.1%), which
is generally considered a small amount of missing data (cf. Byrne, 2010, p. 353; Kline, 1998). In
both surveys, a small number of completed surveys included straight-lining of the entire survey
or all items within the scale that included the negatively worded item (n = 12) (Saks, 2006).
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After following guidelines for removing surveys with missing data (cf. Byrne, 2010; Schumacker
& Lomax, 2010), or surveys with straight-lining as described (Couper, Tourangeau, Conrad, &
Zhang, 2013; Saks, 2006), 292 usable surveys remained.
Respondents were primarily male, age 18-35, and with either less than a 1-year
postsecondary certificate or a 1-2 year postsecondary certificate. The majority of respondents
were single/never married and White, although a significant number classified as other. The
majority of respondent income was $30,000-$39,999. The majority had been with their
organization and had work tenure of 1-3 years. Almost all respondents were front-line workers,
with only a few in management. Demographic data details are provided in Table 19.
Comparison of this sample data to the population demographics of electricians in the U.S.
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2016) was performed to measure how representative the sample was to the
population (cf. Kline, 2009, p. 68). The effect sizes of several demographic differences were
large (greater than .5), according to Cohen’s guideline for the w statistic (1988) and statistically
significant, determined at p ≤ .05 (<.001) (Table 19). The effect size of income (1.106) was the
largest with the sample income being generally lower than the population of U.S. electricians.
This may have been impacted by the collection of data in a union training center. The next
largest effect size was age (1.037), with the age of the sample younger than the population, also
likely due to the collection of data in the training center and also likely impacting other
demographic differences, such as income and marital status. Race also had a large effect size
(.859), with the sample including fewer White participants and more of other/unknown/two or
more races than the population, which could have been impacted by data collection in the center
of a large metropolitan area. Education of the sample included fewer individuals with a 1-2 year
postsecondary or Associate’s degree and more with a 2-4 Year Postsecondary certificate or
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Bachelor’s degree (w = .616) and marital status of the sample included more single/never
married participants than the population (w = .595). The difference in education reported may be
partially due to differences in individual interpretation of the appropriate category for an
electrician’s training or certification. The remaining effect size of gender (w = .045) was very
small (.1 or less) and data is provided in Table 19.

Table 19
U.S. Census Bureau 2016 Electrician and Study Demographics (n = 292)
Census
Study
Percentage Percentage

Category
Gender
Female
Male
Age
18-35
36-56
57-74
75-92
Education
< 1 Year Postsecondary Certificate
1-2 Year Postsecondary Certificate
Associate’s Degree
2-4 Year Postsecondary Certificate,
Bachelor’s Degree, or Above
Marital Status
Single/never married
Married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed
Race
White
Black or African American
Asian

2.1
97.9
34.8
50.5
14.5
0.2

3.1

13.4
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w
.045 .

<.001 314.248

1.037

<.001 110.759

.616

<.001 103.476

.595

<.001 215.234

.859

91.8
8.2
0.0
0.0
39.0
39.0
8.6

83.2
6.7
1.8

χ2
0.581

2.7
97.3

35.1
48.4
13.4

30.9
53.2
10.2
3.7
1.9

p
.45

58.6
36.7
4.5
0.3
0.0
57.9
7.5
2.1

American Indian, Alaska Native, or
Other Native American,
Other/Unknown/Two or more races
Income
Under $30,000
$30,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $59,999
$60,000 - $69,999
$70,000 or over

8.2

32.5
<.001 357.487

22.7
14.6
13.8
12.9
10.6
25.4

1.106

18.8
50.7
17.8
9.9
1.0
1.7

Table 20
Tenure and Position Level Data
(no U.S. comparison available)
Category
Organizational Tenure
Less than 1 year
1-3 years
4-6 years
7-9 years
10 or more years
Work Tenure
Less than 1 year
1-3 years
4-6 years
7-9 years
10 or more years
Position Level
Front line worker
Management

Study Percentage
21.6
57.2
20.2
0.7
0.3
8.2
38.4
25.3
11.0
17.1
97.9
2.1

Assumptions
Prior to further data analysis, assumption testing was conducted using IBM® SPSS® and
AMOS 25. First, descriptive statistics were calculated and interrater reliability was tested using
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the interclass correlation coefficient to test for nestedness in class. The ICC was calculated in
order to determine if any bias was present from an effect of being nested in specific classes in
which the surveys were collected (cf. McGraw & Wong, 1996). These coefficients listed in
Table 21-24 indicate how much of the variance of individual ratings was attributable to class
assignment, which in this case, was < .10, indicating that any effect was very small (cf. Landers,
2015; LeBreton & Senter, 2008).

Table 21
Job Engagement Descriptive Statistics
Item
I really “throw” myself
into my job.
Sometimes I am so into
my job that I lose track of
time.
This job is all consuming;
I am totally into it.
My mind often wanders
and I think of other things
when doing my job (R).
I am highly engaged in this
job.

M
3.91

SD
.710

Skew
-.389

ZSkew
-2.720

Kurt
0.548

ZKurt
1.930

ICC
<.001

Min
1

Max
5

4.12

.753

-.688

-4.811

0.418

1.472

<.001

2

5

3.57

.892

-.402

-2.811

0.165

0.581

<.001

1

5

3.30

.925

-.181

-1.266

-0.573

-2.018

.022

1

5

4.07

.685

-.604

-4.224

1.258

4.430

<.001

1

5

Table 22
Managerial Coaching Descriptive Statistics
Item
My supervisor uses
analogies, scenarios, and
examples to help me learn.
My supervisor encourages me
to broaden my perspectives
by helping me to see the big
picture.
My supervisor provides me
with constructive feedback.
My supervisor solicits
feedback from me to ensure
that his/her interactions are
helpful to me.

M
3.76

SD
1.334

Skew
-.045

ZSkew
-0.315

Kurt
-.748

ZKurt
-2.634

ICC
.016

Min
1

Max
6

3.87

1.380

-.102

-0.713

-.863

-3.039

<.001

1

6

4.15

1.295

-.471

-3.294

-.403

-1.419

<.001

1

6

3.52

1.505

-.006

-0.042

-.949

-3.342

<.001

1

6

ICC

.016

<.001
<.001

<.001
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My supervisor provides me
with resources so I can
perform my job more
effectively.
To help me think through
issues, my supervisor asks
questions, rather than provide
solutions.
My supervisor sets
expectations with me and
communicates the importance
of those expectations to the
broader goals of the
organization.
To help me see different
perspectives, my supervisor
role-plays with me.

4.64

1.299

-.793

-5.545

-.150

-0.528

<.001

1

6

3.48

1.423

.143

1.000

-.918

-3.232

.007

1

6

3.90

1.581

-.256

-1.790

-.988

-3.479

.002

1

6

2.15

1.316

1.088

7.608

.403

1.419

.007

1

6

<.001

.008

<.001

.008

Table 23
Job Crafting Descriptive Statistics
Item
Increasing Structural Job
Resources
I try to develop my
capabilities.
I try to develop myself
professionally.
I try to learn new things at
work.
I make sure that I use my
capacities to the fullest.
I decide on my own how I
do things.
Increasing Social Job
Resources
I ask my supervisor to
coach me.
I ask whether my
supervisor is satisfied with
my work.
I look to my supervisor for
inspiration.
I ask others for feedback on
my job performance.
I ask colleagues for advice.
Seeking Challenges
I ask for more tasks if I
finish my work.
I ask for more
responsibilities.
I ask for more odd jobs.

M

SD

Skew

ZSkew

Kurt

Min

Max

4.84

0.469

-3.316

-23.189

12.309

43.342

.021

2

5

4.77

0.501

-2.504

-17.510

7.342

25.852

<.001

2

5

4.90

0.368

-4.908

-34.322

29.409

103.553

<.001

2

5

4.68

0.535

-1.577

-11.028

2.361

8.313

.016

2

5

3.65

0.769

-0.322

-2.252

0.066

0.232

.004

1

5

3.71

0.992

-0.411

-2.874

-0.405

-1.426

.023

1

5

3.77

1.167

-0.570

-3.986

-0.709

-2.496

.034

1

5

3.24

1.142

-0.098

-0.685

-0.777

-2.736

.034

1

5

3.55

1.149

-0.296

-2.070

-0.855

-3.011

.067

1

5

4.07

0.869

-0.633

-4.427

-0.038

-0.134

.015

1

5

4.41

0.851

-1.548

-10.825

2.103

7.405

<.001

1

5

3.61

1.071

-0.414

-2.895

-0.540

-1.901

.011

1

5

3.10

1.141

-0.105

-0.734

-0.787

-2.771

.006

1

5
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ZKurt

ICC

Table 24
Average Measure Descriptive Statistics
Item
M
SD
Skew
ZSkew
Kurt
ZKurt
ICC
Managerial Coaching
3.69 1.049 -0.082
-0.573
-0.555
-1.954
.009
Job Crafting
4.03
.486 -0.109
-0.762
0.027
0.095
.046
Increasing Structural Job
4.57
.339 -1.655 -11.573
7.013
24.694
.008
Resources
Increasing Social Job
3.67
.819 -0.236
-1.650
-0.660
-2.324
.063
Resources
Seeking Challenges
3.71
.814 -0.491
-3.434
0.057
0.201
.021
Job Engagement
3.79
.521 -0.225
-1.573
0.895
3.151 <.001
Note: Managerial Coaching Scale 1-6, Job Crafting Scale 1-5, Job Engagement Scale 1-5

Min
1.13
2.38
2.40

Max
6.00
5.54
5.80

1.60

5.60

1.00
1.80

5.00
5.00

Next, descriptive statistics were generated at the item and composite factor level to
evaluate the normality of the data. The first four items in the increasing structural job resources
factor of job crafting demonstrated significantly high means (4.68 - 4.90) and low standard
deviations (.368-.535). Furthermore, the z-values of skewness (-34.322 to -11.208) and kurtosis
(8.313-103.553) of these items all had a very large absolute value, far greater than the
2.58standard used by Hair and colleagues (2010, p. 276), also indicating leptokurtic distributions
(Sposito, Hand, & Skarpness, 1983) (Table 23). The composite mean of increasing structural job
resources was therefore very high (4.57) with a low standard deviation (.339) and z-values of
skewness (-11.573) and kurtosis (24.694) far greater than the |2.58| standard (Hair et al., 2010)
(Table 24).
The first item of the seeking challenges factor also had a high mean (4.41) with z-values
of skewness and kurtosis significantly greater than 2.58 (Table 23), however, the composite
seeking challenges factor had a more normal mean (3.71) and acceptable level of skewness
(-.434), but a high level of kurtosis (0.201) (Table 24).
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Further evaluation of the z-values of skewness and kurtosis demonstrated that the data
was also skewed for the second item (-4.811) and the fifth item of job engagement (-4.224) and
the fifth item of job engagement also had a high z-value of kurtosis (4.430) (Table 21). The fifth
and eighth item of managerial coaching had a high z-value of skewness (-5.545, 7.608), as did
the fifth item of increasing social job resources (-4.427), however the composite values for both
managerial coaching and increasing social job resources demonstrated z-values of skewness and
kurtosis within the acceptable range (Table 24).
Next, assumption testing for multivariate normality continued in order to evaluate
outliers. Mardia’s test was performed to evaluate multivariate normality, which takes into
account normality and linearity (Kline, 2016; Stevens, 2012). The critical ratio of Mardia’s test
was greater than 5 at 22.785 (Mardia = 101.758, p < .001), demonstrating the data was not
multivariate normal and indicating the levels of kurtosis should be further analyzed (Byrne,
2010). The Mahalanobis D2 measure was also reviewed for outlier cases (Hair et al., 2010), but
none were distinctly different from the other D2 values, so none were removed (Byrne, 2010).
Since no outliers were fit for removal, therefore when attempted, did not have the correcting
impact desired on the data, data transformation was considered. It was noted that it was quite
likely that several of these items would be removed during CFA as has been done in previous
studies regarding job crafting (Chinelato, Ferreira, & Valentini, 2015; Nielsen & Abildgaard,
2012; Petrou et al., 2012) and the issues of non-normality were not present in the independent
variable, managerial coaching (Hair et al., 2010, p. 77). Furthermore, transformation of the data
is not always effective (Rasmussen, 1989) and the sample size was over 200 with no missing
data going forward in this time series study (Hair et al., 2010, p. 70-75), so it was deemed
appropriate to continue analysis with the existing data and assess the validity and reliability
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through the CFA, in which t-values are generally large enough to create significant loadings in
any case. If model fit was achieved, then the results could be considered conservative, since
non-normality tends to inflate chi-squares (Muthén & Kaplan, 1985). Due to some indicators of
abnormality of distribution, bootstrapping was performed (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The
bootstrapped estimates did not differ substantively from the non-bootstrapped estimates,
therefore, the non-bootstrapped data was used with the exception of the indirect effects where
bootstrapped estimates were reported (Byrne, 2010).
Measurement Models
Measurement model analysis was conducted based upon guidance from Shumacker and
Lomax (2010) and Kline (2016). The models were analyzed using IBM® SPSS® Amos 25
using structural equation modeling in order to move forward in determining if the theoretical
model was supported, as has been utilized in other mediation testing (Baron & Kenny, 1986;
Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007).
The measurement models included the eight items of the CBI, the thirteen items in the
three dimensions of the job crafting scale, and the five items of the job engagement scale. Item
scores were used as manifest indicators for the latent variables of managerial coaching, job
engagement, and the first order factors of the job crafting scale, which include: increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges. Confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was performed to ensure each of these was supported as above for use as
indicators and to determine the best fit model (Hair et al., 2010). Goodness of fit was measured
using indices such as Kline (2016) suggests, including CFI (≥ .95), RMSEA (≤ .08), and SRMR
(<.08). First, a 5-factor model using each of the lower order factors of job crafting was analyzed

173

following previous research (Petrou et al., 2012), which resulted in an acceptable RMSEA (.053)
and SRMR (.0553), however, the CFI (.909) did not reach the recommended range.
Next, factor loadings were reviewed in line with guidance from Bagozzi and Yi (1998).
Any items with support for removal and a factor loading of under .6 were removed one at a time,
beginning with the items with the greatest support for removal (Kline, 2016). The fifth item in
job crafting through increasing structural job resources, ‘I decide on my own how I do things,’
had a factor loading of .101 and had been eliminated due to low factor loading in Pilot 2 and
other research (Chinelato, Ferreira, & Valentini, 2015), so it was also eliminated in Model 1B.
The fourth item measuring job engagement (.274), ‘My mind often wanders and I think of other
things when doing my job,’ which is a reverse-coded item, was removed due to having low
factor loading. It has also been removed in previous studies in which the item was considered
problematic (Lee, Choi, Moon, & Babin, 2014; Malinen & Harju, 2016). This removal resulted
in Model 1C. Next, the first item in job crafting through seeking challenges (.442), ‘I ask for
more tasks if I finish my work,’ was removed due to low factor loading, resulting in Model 1D.
The fifth item of job crafting through increasing social job resources (.529), ‘I ask colleagues for
advice,’ was eliminated next due to low factor loading and elimination in previous studies, such
as Pilot 2 (.52, Chinelato, Ferreira, & Valentini, 2015; .59, Petrou et al., 2012), resulting in
Model 1E. Then, the fifth managerial coaching item (.562), 'My supervisor provides me with
resources so I can perform my job more effectively' was removed due to low factor loading and
potential conflicting relationships with the increasing structural and social job resources items
since the item referred to resources, resulting in Model 1F.
At this stage of analysis, it was observed that two of the remaining job engagement items
had low factor loadings (Item 1 = .571, Item 2 = .573), which also resulted in a substantially low
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and unacceptable AVE of .438 and a review of the current literature using the job engagement
scale revealed that a single-item measure may be appropriate (Saks, 2019). Therefore, the
single-item job engagement measure using the remaining fifth job engagement item, ‘I am highly
engaged in this job,’ was used in further analysis, following guidelines for single-item measures
lined out by Kline (2015, p. 214-217). The measurement error was modeled at .084, based on
the error present in the original scale (.18, Saks, 2006), multiplied by the covariance of the item
(.468). No reliability figures were reported using the single-item measure (Saks, 2019) and the
.18 value was close to other reported values of .1 or .2 used in other models with single-item
constructs (Kline, 2015). The use of the single-item job engagement measure resulted in Model
1G, with an improved factor loading and model fit indices (Table 25).
Next, the fourth item of increasing structural job resources, ‘I make sure that I use my
capacities to the fullest,’ was removed due to low factor loading (.573), resulting in Model 1H.
Model 1H resulted in a better fit measurement model than Model 1G (CFI = .969, RMSEA =
.043, SRMR = .041, Table 25), however the AVE level was not acceptable (.476). Due to the
remaining low AVE of increasing structural job resources and two of the three item factor
loadings on the lower end of the range (Item 3 = .658, Item 1 = .663), an additional model was
run with the removal of the increasing structural job resources construct, resulting in Model 1I.
Model 1I was selected as the best model thus far due to the acceptable AVE and model fit
indices (CFI = .968, RMSEA = .050, SRMR = .040, Table 25). All correlations between factors
in Model 1I were lower than the square root of the AVE for each factor, indicating discriminant
validity (Hair et al., 2010).
Lastly, an additional measurement model was analyzed with the higher order factor of job
crafting present, as has been supported in other empirical research (Chinelato et al., 2015; Vogt
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et al., 2015). This Model 2 had model fit indices that were as acceptable as Model 1I (CFI =
.967, RMSEA = .050, SRMR = .043, Table 25) and followed previous research indicating a
higher order factor of job crafting (Chinelato et al., 2015; Vogt et al., 2015). Model 2 was
determined to be the best fit measurement model based on theoretical and empirical support,
model fit analysis, standardized regression weights that exceeded .6, but not the .95 upper
threshold (Bagozzi & Yi, 1998, Figure 36), and structure and pattern coefficients that indicated
that each manifest variable correlated most highly with its respective factor (Table 27).
Composite reliability of each construct exceeded .6 and the average variance extracted (AVE) of
each construct was above .5 indicating satisfactory reliability and convergent validity (Hair et al.,
2010) (Table 29).

Table 25
Fit Indices for Measurement Models
Model
Model 1
Model 1B
Model 1C
Model 1D
Model 1E
Model 1F
Model 1G
Model 1H
Model 1I
Model 2

χ2
521.788
499.027
474.464
420.423
352.062
286.081
191.759
168.524
124.223
128.772

df
289
265
242
220
199
179
126
110
72
74

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

AIC

BIC

0.053
0.055
0.057
0.056
0.051
0.045
0.042
0.043
0.050
0.050

0.0553
0.0557
0.0563
0.0541
0.0516
0.0491
0.0429
0.0407
0.0395
0.0430

0.909
0.909
0.909
0.919
0.935
0.951
0.966
0.969
0.968
0.967

645.788
619.027
590.464
532.423
460.062
390.081
281.759
254.524
190.223
190.772

873.747
839.632
803.716
738.321
658.607
581.272
447.212
412.625
311.556
304.751
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SRC >
|2.58|
3
3
3
2
2
1
0
0
0
0

Table 26
Pattern (P) and Structure (S) Coefficients – Model 1I
Managerial
Coaching
Construct
Variable
P
Coaching
Item 1
0.790
Item 2
0.829
Item 3
0.742
Item 4
0.756
Item 6
0.729
Item 7
0.667
Item 8
0.603
ISocJR
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
SeekCh
Item 2
Item 3
Job Engagement
Item 5

S

Increasing
Social Job
Resources
P

0.790
0.829
0.742
0.756
0.729
0.667
0.603
0.274
0.318
0.305
0.299

0.666
0.771
0.741
0.727

S

Seeking
Challenges

Job
Engagement

P

P

S

S

0.325
0.341
0.305
0.311
0.300
0.275
0.248

0.244
0.256
0.229
0.233
0.225
0.206
0.186

0.150
0.157
0.140
0.143
0.138
0.126
0.114

0.666
0.771
0.741
0.727

0.334
0.386
0.371
0.364

0.184
0.213
0.205
0.201

0.841
0.749

0.326
0.290

0.259
0.231

0.421
0.375

0.172

0.250

0.841
0.749

0.351
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0.906

0.906

Table 27
Pattern (P) and Structure (S) Coefficients – Model 2
Managerial
Coaching
Construct
Variable
P
Coaching
Item 1
0.790
Item 2
0.829
Item 3
0.742
Item 4
0.756
Item 6
0.729
Item 7
0.667
Item 8
0.603
ISocJR
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
SeekCh
Item 2
Item 3
Job Engagement
Item 5

S

Increasing
Social Job
Resources
P

0.790
0.829
0.742
0.756
0.729
0.667
0.603
0.245
0.283
0.272
0.269

0.666
0.769
0.740
0.731

S

Seeking
Challenges

Job
Engagement

P

P

S

S

0.291
0.305
0.273
0.279
0.269
0.246
0.222

0.284
0.298
0.267
0.272
0.262
0.240
0.217

0.150
0.157
0.140
0.143
0.138
0.126
0.114

0.666
0.769
0.740
0.731

0.336
0.388
0.373
0.368

0.221
0.255
0.245
0.243

0.829
0.759

0.269
0.246

Job
Crafting
P

S
0.512

0.718

0.718

0.701
0.298
0.273

0.418
0.382

0.172

0.300

0.829
0.759

0.701

0.462
0.293

0.906

0.906

Table 28
Implied Correlations, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and Composite Reliability (CR) –
Model 1I
Variable
1. Managerial Coaching
2. Increasing Social Job Resources
3. Seeking Challenges
4. Job Engagement

1
0.734
0.412
0.309
0.189

2

3

4

0.727
0.501
0.276

0.796
0.388

0.906

CR
AVE
Note: Square root of AVE along diagonal

0.890
0.539

0.817
0.529

0.776
0.634

0.821
0.821
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Table 29
Implied Correlations, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and Composite Reliability (CR) –
Model 2
Variable
1. Managerial Coaching
2. Job Crafting
3. Increasing Social Job Resources
4. Seeking Challenges
5. Job Engagement

1
0.734
0.513
0.368
0.360
0.189

2

3

4

5

0.710
0.718
0.701
0.462

0.727
0.504
0.332

0.795
0.324

0.906

CR
AVE
Note: Square root of AVE along diagonal

0.890
0.539

0.670
0.503

0.812
0.529

0.774
0.632

0.821
0.821

Figure 29. Measurement Model 1
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Figure 30. Measurement Model 1B

Figure 31. Measurement Model 1C
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Figure 32. Measurement Model 1D

Figure 33. Measurement Model 1E
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Figure 34. Measurement Model 1F

Figure 35. Measurement Model 1G
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Figure 36. Measurement Model 1H

Figure 37. Measurement Model 1I
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Figure 38. Measurement Model 2
Structural Models
The model proposing an indirect effect of managerial coaching on job engagement
through a higher order factor of job crafting, consisting of lower order factors of increasing
social job resources and seeking challenges (Figure 38), was tested, resulting in Structural Model
1 (Figure 39). Next, modification indices were generated and reviewed to determine if any
errors had support for correlation. Some covariances were greater than 4, however, none had
empirical or theoretical support for correlation, the items did not appear to share significant
cognitive or verbal similarity, and would not have a significant impact on model fit when
correlated, therefore no errors were correlated moving forward (Hair et al., 2010).
Next, a model proposing the same indirect effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement through the higher order of job crafting consisting of increasing social job resources
and seeking challenges, while controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job
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engagement, was tested. This Model 2 resulted in a negative path coefficient between
managerial coaching and job engagement (-.06) and all paths were not significant, indicating
evidence of suppression. This Model 2 with the direct path between managerial coaching and
job engagement shared similar issues with the Pilot 2 Structural Model 1E that occurred when
the direct path was present. This Main Study Structural Model 2 also did not result in better
model fit (ΔX2 = .494, p = .482, CFI = .967, RMSEA = .050, SRMR = .043, SRC = 0, Table 30)
than Model 1, therefore Model 1 was selected as the best fit model as all paths were significant,
the model was more parsimonious with one additional degree of freedom, the AIC and BIC
values were lower (Kline, 2016), and the model was reflective of recent research findings.
Table 30
Fit Indices for Structural Models
Model

χ2

df

RMSEA

Model 1
129.266
75 .050
Model 2
128.772
74 .050
Note. R2 = R2 of Job Engagement.

SRMR

CFI

0.0433
0.0430

.967
.967

AIC
189.266
190.772

BIC
299.569
304.751

SRC >
|2.58|
1
0

Based on these findings and the best fitting model, Structural Model 1, Hypothesis 1 of
this study was supported as theorized because a higher order measure of job crafting was
supported as a direct mediator between managerial coaching and job engagement. Hypothesis
1A was not supported since a direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement was not
present in the best-fit model. Hypothesis 2 and 2A were not supported as theorized since the best
fit model used a higher order factor of job crafting comprised of increasing social job resources
and seeking challenges and further analysis on individual lower order factors was not supported.
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R2
.197
.216

Table 31
Bootstrap Estimates of Direct and Indirect Effects
Effect
Indirect effect of MC on JE through JC
Direct effect of MC on JC
Direct effect of JC on JE
Note: Point Estimate is unstandardized.

Point
Estimate SE
.173
.042
.384
.077
.450
.100

95% CI
LB
UB
.107
.258
.277
.550
.266
.589

Table 32
Decomposition of Implied Correlations
Correlation

Direct Indirect Total Spurious Implied

Job Crafting, Job Engagement
Managerial Coaching, Job
Engagement

.443
.221

.443
.221

Figure 39. Main Study – Structural Model 1
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0
0

.443
.221

Figure 40. Main Study – Structural Model 2
Common Method Variance
Common method bias was measured statistically using the CFA marker variable
approach, as used in similar studies (De Clercq et al., 2014; Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon, & Podsakoff, 2003; Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010). The fouritem version of the attitude towards the color blue (ATCB) scale was used as the marker variable
due to previous favorable use as an LMV in the pilot and other studies and brevity (Wall, 2014).
A series of models were tested following the approach used by Shuck, Nimon, and Zigarmi
(2017), which consists of recommendations outlined by Williams, Hartman, and Cavazotte
(2010).
The first model tested was a CFA with marker variable model. It included all of the first
order factors in the measurement Model 2 along with the latent marker variable, with the
variance of all factors set to 1. Then, a Baseline Model was tested after fixing the marker
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variable item regression weights and error variances to the values from the CFA model output
and fixing the covariances between ATCB, the latent marker variable, and each substantive
variable to 0. The third model tested was a constrained model, Method-C, which was developed
by drawing paths from ATCB to each substantive variable item and then constraining the
substantive item factor loadings to be equal. Next, an unconstrained model, Method-U, was
tested after removing the substantive item factor loadings from the marker variable. Last, a
restricted model was run, Method-R, after copying the unconstrained model since it was better
fitting than the constrained model, and fixing the substantive factor covariances to the values in
the baseline model.
The findings are listed below in Table 33 and indicate that, because Method-C did not fit
significantly better than the baseline model, common method variance (CMV) was not present.
Since CMV was not present, no further analysis was necessary.
Table 33
Model Fit Indices and Model Comparisons for CFA Models with Marker Variable
RMSEA
Model
(90% CI)
LR of Δχ2
comparison
.045
CFA with marker variable 203.3 (129) 0.968
(.032, .056)
.052
Baseline
249.4 (140) 0.953
(.041, .062)
.052
Method-C
249.1 (139) 0.952
(.042, .063)
0.3, df = 1, ρ = .567 vs. Baseline
.054
Method-U
232.8 (126) 0.954
(.043, .065) 16, df = 13, ρ = .235 vs. Method-C
.053
Method-R
232.8 (129) 0.955
(.042, .063) 0.02, df = 3, ρ = .999 vs. Method-U
Note. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square
error of approximation; LR = likelihood ratio test; U = unconstrained; C = common; R = restricted.
Model

χ2 (df)

CFI
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Summary of the Chapter
This chapter presented the analysis and results of data collected from electricians present
at the training center who participated in this study, which resulted in 292 usable and matched
survey responses. A comparison of participant demographics to the population of electricians in
the U.S. was provided, indicating that the study sample had lower income than the population,
was somewhat younger, less White and more of other/unknown/two or more races, and less
educated than the population. The ICC was calculated, which determined that no significant
effect was present from participants being nested in specific classes in which the surveys were
collected. Assumption testing and data analysis procedures were detailed and results presented
to demonstrate acceptable reliability, validity, and normality through detailed measures,
including bootstrapping.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed and factor loadings reviewed to
ensure each indicator was supported and to determine the best fit measurement model. Structural
model fit analysis was detailed, along with the evaluation of indirect and other effects, to indicate
the basis for the evaluation of the study hypotheses. The evaluation of hypotheses indicated that
a full, indirect effect of job crafting on the relationship between managerial coaching and job
engagement was supported and a higher order factor of job crafting was supported, consisting of
increasing social job resources and seeking challenges. Further, a direct effect of managerial
coaching on job engagement was not supported. The potential presence of common method
variance was evaluated using a marker variable technique, which indicated that no significant
CMV was present. The chapter concludes with this summary.
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Chapter Five – Discussion
Introduction
This chapter discusses the findings and conclusions of the study, beginning with a
summary of the study and a review of the results. Then, the findings are discussed in relation to
existing literature. Next, the implications of this study for theory and practice in relation to the
skilled trades, in organizations as a whole, and in human resource development are presented.
Limitations of the study are acknowledged, as well as pathways for future research. This chapter
concludes with a summary.
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to test a theoretical model informed by Social Exchange
Theory (Blau, 1964) and the Job Demands-Resources Theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) to
examine the mediating effect of job crafting on the relationship between managerial coaching
and job engagement in the skilled trades. The study hypotheses predicted a mediated
relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement through job crafting. A second
hypothesis utilized the lower order of job crafting factors of increasing structural job resources,
increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges, as mediators without a higher order
factor of job crafting. Alternative hypotheses were posed which controlled for a direct effect of
managerial coaching on job engagement, which has had mixed support in more recent literature
and pilot studies.
The specific hypotheses tested were as follows:
Hypotheses 1 and 1A predicted a mediating effect of a higher order factor of job crafting
on the relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement, while Hypothesis 1A
controlled the mediation for a direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.

190

H1: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting.
H1A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through job crafting
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.
Hypotheses 2 and 2A predicted a mediating effect of lower order job crafting factors of
increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges on the
relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement, while Hypothesis 2A controlled
the mediation for a direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.
H2: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges.
H2A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect on job engagement through increasing
structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges,
controlling for the direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement.
The mediated hypotheses were evaluated using a half-longitudinal, quantitative study
(Cole & Maxwell, 2003). Previously validated scales were used in two paper surveys that were
administered at two distinct time periods to gather the greatest response rates on employee
perceptions (Converse et al., 2008; Nutty, 2008; Shih & Fan, 2008). Since response rate was
particularly important in this half-longitudinal study, the in-person paper survey distribution
method was selected (Dillman et al., 2014; Nulty, 2008).
The context selected for the study was electricians in the Southwestern region of the U.S.
This population of skilled tradespersons was selected in part due to the need to elicit job
engagement in this critical employee base due to significant labor shortages which are very
pronounced in this particular region (Heid, 2016; Oldcastle Business Intelligence, 2017), aging
out of current employees with fewer new entrants to the trade, and the estimated cost of these
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shortages exceeding $100 million (Bilginsoy, 2003; Mutikani, 2014; Riccardi, 2016; Shingler,
2017; Toppin, 2018; Wright, 2013). Furthermore, it has been empirically supported that blue
collar workers participate in job crafting (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012) and that job crafting
occurs more frequently at lower levels in an organization (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010).
The likelihood of job crafting activity in this active, demanding, service-oriented job (Clegg &
Spencer, 2007) that includes factors conductive to job crafting, such as autonomy and pressure
(Petrou et al., 2012) made this population a suitable context for this study.
Respondents were reached through one of the largest journeyman electrician training
programs in the region, which serves over 300 apprentices and over 1,000 electricians seeking
required continuing education. Flyers, emails, and in-class announcements sponsored by the
training center promoted participation and data collection was conducted by the researcher at the
beginning of course meetings during two subsequent meetings of each course. An equivalent
number of 340 electricians responded to both the first and second survey administrations and
surveys were matched using a self-generated identification code item. In each survey
administration, a small number of course participants did not consent (n = 9), did not complete
the survey (n = 3), or did not complete the self-generated identification code (n = 6).
Additionally, some surveys from each survey administration could not be matched (n = 35),
contained missing data (n = 15), or included straight-lined sections with negatively worded items
(n = 12) and were therefore removed from the dataset following procedures outlined in Chapter
4, resulting in a total of 292 matched and usable surveys.
Chapter 4 described the analyses performed with the subsequent dataset, first comparing
sample demographics to the population, then conducting assumption testing, which included
evaluation of reliability including interrater reliability, multivariate normality, and bootstrapping.
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Confirmatory factor analysis including assessment of construct, convergent, and discriminant
validity, structural equation modeling including the evaluation of indirect effects via phantom
modeling (Kline, 2015; Macho & Ledermann, 2011; Perera, 2013), and the CFA marker variable
technique, which indicated the absence of common method variance, were then conducted
(Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon, & Podsakoff, 2003; Shuck,
Nimon, & Zigarmi, 2017; Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010) to complete the data analysis.
Discussion of the Findings with Relevant Literature
This section discusses the results of the hypotheses tested in this study and situates these
findings in context to the relevant existing literature. Similarities and differences between this
study and relevant literature and theory are used to interpret conclusions resulting from these
findings. Key relationships among the variables for each hypothesized inquiry are assessed,
including whether job crafting is a mediator of the relationship between managerial coaching and
job engagement, whether such mediation is full or partial when controlling for the direct effect of
job crafting on job engagement, and whether a higher order factor of job crafting is supported, as
well as additional findings of interest resulting from the analysis. Generally, a higher order
factor of job crafting was supported as a full mediator between managerial coaching and job
engagement and the full findings of this study are summarized in Table 34.
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Table 34
Hypotheses and Results
Hypothesis
H1: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect
on job engagement through job crafting.
H1A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect
on job engagement through job crafting
controlling for the direct effect of managerial
coaching on job engagement.
H2: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect
on job engagement through increasing structural
job resources, increasing social job resources,
and seeking challenges.

H2A: Managerial coaching has an indirect effect
on job engagement through increasing structural
job resources, increasing social job resources,
and seeking challenges, controlling for the direct
effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement.

Results
Supported: Indicates job crafting mediates the
relationship between managerial coaching and
job engagement.
Not Supported: Indicates no significant
positive effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement. Job crafting fully mediates the
relationship, similar to Pilot Study 2.
Not Supported: Indicates a higher order factor
of job crafting, comprised of increasing social
job resources and seeking challenges, is the
mediating factor.
Supports findings of higher order factor of job
crafting (Chinelato et al., 2015; Inguusci et al.,
2019; Vogt et al, 2015).
Supports removal of increasing structural job
resources factor in higher order factor of job
crafting (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012).
Not Supported: Indicates no significant
positive effect of managerial coaching on job
engagement. The higher order factor of job
crafting fully mediates the relationship.

Job Crafting, Managerial Coaching, and Job Engagement – Hypothesis 1
Grounded in Social Exchange Theory (SET) and Job Demands-Resources Theory,
Hypothesis 1 was supported in positioning job crafting as a mediator between managerial
coaching and job engagement. Social Exchange Theory purports that successful social
exchanges and interactions are correlated with better workplace relationships and greater
employee engagement (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Managerial coaching
represents a social exchange between an employee and his/her supervisor, which has been shown
to increase performance (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Ellinger et al., 2010; Halbesleben, Harvey, &
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Bolino, 2009; Rich et al., 2010; Salanova et al., 2005; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008). Empirical
research has also shown that managerial coaching has many positive outcomes for the employee
in the job (Ellinger et al., 2003; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012; Kim et al., 2013b; McCarthy & Milner,
2013; Saks, 2006) and is sometimes positioned as the independent variable with a mediating
construct to other work-related outcomes (Kim et al., 2014; Kim et al., 2015), particularly those
indicating social interactions and activities that include both the manager and the employee’s
participation (Egan & Kim, 2016).
The manager plays a critical role in employee engagement (Shuck et al., 2011b) and
higher levels of social interaction have been empirically supported to enhance other relationships
that increase work engagement (De Clercq et al., 2014). Managerial coaching represents a social
exchange and a job resource extended by the manager that SET, the Job Demands-Resources
theory, and existing literature suggest result in increased engagement in employees’ work,
potentially through alternations they make to their personal resources often as a consequence of
feedback provided by managers (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007).
Job crafting has been linked with engagement in more articles than with any other
construct, other than performance (Lee & Lee, 2018), has been empirically correlated with work
engagement (Bakker et al., 2012; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015; Vogt et al., 2015), and more
recently supported as a mediator between other constructs and work engagement (Grosze Nipper,
Van Wingerden, & Poell, 2018; Matsuo, 2019a).
Based on the seminal work on job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), job crafting
activities are “physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or relational
boundaries of their work” (p. 179). Using the most commonly applied JD-R theory as a
framework for job crafting (Tims et al., 2012), employees will job craft through methods such as
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increasing their structural and social job resources and seeking challenges in order to “align their
jobs with their own preferences, motives, and passions” (Tims et al., 2012, p. 173; Vogt et al.,
2015; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The informality and fluidity of job crafting (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Grant & Parker, 2009) aligns with similar aspects
in the use of managerial coaching (DiGirolamo & Tkach, 2019) and allows a particular focus on
ways in which employees engage in change behaviors as a result of managerial coaching
behaviors to align with their desires and motivations, leading to positive engagement focused
specifically on their job.
Job crafting has been theorized to occur on various levels (Bakker & Demerouti, 2018),
and in this study was situated at the job level. Job engagement was the outcome of interest in
this study in order to focus more specifically on engagement in the job, as opposed to focusing
on engagement in the organization or other potentially confounding types of engagement.
Empirical research has supported a difference in outcomes when focusing on job and
organization engagement as separate constructs (Ellinger et al., 2012) and job engagement is
more likely to be impacted by job-level antecedents and the outcome of this study supports that
finding (Saks, 2006), although similar outcomes have been found between job-level factors
leading to job engagement and job-level factors and other work engagement measures (Saks,
2019). The most recently used single-item measure of job engagement was used in this study, as
it has been supported and resulted in improved factor loadings and variance when compared with
the original five-item scale or reduced four-item scale with removal of the reverse-coded item
used in other studies (Lee et al., 2014; Malinen & Harju, 2016; Saks, 2006; Saks, 2019).
This study supported findings of previous studies described above that positioned job
crafting as mediator between other independent variables and other engagement measures
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(Grosze Nipper, Van Wingerden, & Poell, 2018; Matsuo, 2019a) and those that found job
crafting as fully mediating the relationship between antecedents and outcomes (Ingusci et al.,
2019). However, this study was unique in that job crafting was supported as a full mediator
between managerial coaching and the specific measure of job engagement. The relationship
between managerial coaching and engagement will be explored more fully in the next section,
focusing on Hypothesis 1A and more discussion regarding the factors of job crafting will be
included in the subsequent section regarding Hypothesis 2 and 2A.
Managerial Coaching and Job Engagement – Hypothesis 1A
Empirical evidence of a relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement
first appeared in the literature in the context of front-line service employees and was supported
using the same measures of managerial coaching and job engagement as were used in this study
(Ellinger et al., 2012). Ladyshewsky and Taplin (2017) also found a similar direct effect of
managerial coaching on work engagement in the context of graduate business students using
different measures, specifically the MMCS measure of coaching and UWES work engagement
scale, although both scales presented issues with subscale reliability and validity. Most recently,
Carrell (2018) found a direct effect of managerial coaching on employee engagement in the
higher education enrollment professional context using the CBI as used in this study and the JES
measure. Previous studies have also supported the potential for job resources, such as coaching,
to lead to work engagement (Bakker et al., 2012; Xanthopoulou et al., 2013; Hakanen et al.,
2006).
Carrell’s study (2018) also supported a significant mediated relationship with perceived
organizational support having an indirect effect on the relationship between managerial coaching
and employee engagement. Other studies have also supported the existence of strong mediators
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on the relationship between managerial coaching and other variables (Kim et al., 2014; Kim et al.
2015) or on the relationships of coaching as a job resource and work engagement (Xanthopoulou
et al., 2007).
As in Pilot 2, which was conducted with MTurk workers that shared a similar
demographic profile to U.S. electricians, this study conducted in the context of electricians in the
Southwestern U.S. did not support a direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement
without the presence of job crafting as a mediating construct. This study expanded on the
aforementioned existing findings linking managerial coaching to engagement or other outcome
variables through mediating factors. It is possible that the context of the study may have
influenced the outcomes, with electricians working in the skilled trades potentially experiencing
a very different work environment than service workers, higher education enrollment
professionals, or graduate students, and also possibly having a greater opportunity to job craft
than these other respondents (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010; Clegg & Spencer, 2007;
Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Petrou et al., 2012).
Job Crafting Construct Factors – Hypothesis 2 and 2A
Job crafting has been theorized as consisting of various factors in the literature. The
factors with the greatest theoretical support from the Job Demands-Resources theory and the
greatest empirical support for positive outcomes are increasing structural job resources,
increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges, as devised in the job crafting scale most
often used (Tims et al., 2012). Decreasing hindering job demands has consistently failed to
correlate with positive outcomes and is typically not included in models hypothesized to increase
positive individual, job, work, or organizational outcomes (Tims et al., 2012; Vogt et al., 2015).
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These three factors of increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources,
and seeking challenges were supported to form a higher order factor of job crafting through past
empirical work related to engagement (Chinelato et al., 2015; Ingusci et al., 2019; Vogt et al.,
2015) and a higher order factor of job crafting was supported in this study in Hypothesis 1,
therefore, Hypothesis 2 and 2A utilizing the three lower order factors of job crafting without a
higher order factor were not supported.
Furthermore, in past empirical research of job crafting and engagement, increasing
structural job resources has not been supported as a factor of job crafting in the context of blue
collar workers (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012). In other empirical work in a Brazilian context in
which the sample primarily consisted of workers without higher levels of university education,
an item had been removed from the increasing structural job resources factor but still resulted in
a very small correlation to work engagement, but substantially lower than in past studies
(Chinelato et al. 2015; Tims et al., 2012).
It is likely that the workers in this study sample were similar to those in the
aforementioned studies in that they were young, received less formal higher education, and had
less experience in their positions than the general population, which may provide challenges in
increasing structural job resources in ways the measure proposes, such as deciding on their own
how to do things, using their capacities to the fullest, and learning new things at work. This lack
of education and experience provides limitations in influencing some of those resources when at
the early stage of learning a job (Chinelato et al. 2015; Karasek & Theorell, 1990; Nielsen &
Abildgaard, 2012; Niessen, 2016). It may also be that, because of the sample in which this
proposed model was tested in this study, respondents were more affected by those items that
included social interaction with others aimed at their specific developmental state, such as
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managerial coaching, rather than more independently natured ways of job crafting, as
represented in the measured items of increasing structural job resources. As a result of the factor
of increasing structural job resources not being supported, this study supported a higher order
factor of job crafting comprised of only increasing social job resources and seeking challenges.
Implications for Research, Theory, and Practice
In the sections that follow, based upon the findings from this study, the implications for
research, theory, and for practice are described. Implications for research and theory comprise
the first section and implications for practice comprise the second section.
Implications for Research and Theory
It is clear that in the skilled trades, as in most sectors of the economy, eliciting
engagement in one’s job is of critical importance, particularly due to the positive job
outcomes linked with engagement (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Chaurasia & Shukla, 2013; Hakanen et
al., 2008; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008; Kim, 2017; Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006; Salanova et
al., 2005; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008; Zhong et al., 2017). Explicating the links to increase
engagement in one’s job are important areas of research and expansion of theory to be tested, as
these links have not yet been fully explicated in the literature and engagement continues to be
among the most popular topics in HRD literature (Wang, 2018).
The first significant implication of this study was in revealing the role that job crafting
plays as a full mediator of the relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement.
This supports the findings of other studies that demonstrated a link between job crafting factors
and engagement. Seeking challenges has been empirically supported as an antecedent to
engagement (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Petrou et al., 2012; Petrou et al., 2016). Seeking
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social and sometimes structural resources has also been linked to engagement (Dubbelt, 2016;
Dubbelt et al., 2019; Hakanen et al., 2008; Van Wingerden et al., 2016).
Empirical research has also supported the mediating effect of factors of job crafting on
other factors and work engagement, specifically seeking challenges as a partial mediating factor
between goal orientation and work engagement (Matsuo, 2019a) and all three factors of
increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges as a
partial mediating factor between perceived opportunities for professional development and work
engagement (Grosze Nipper et al., 2018).
Therefore, the role of job crafting as a mediator to engagement is supported and
expanded in this study to include the full mediating effect of job crafting on the relationship
between managerial coaching and job engagement. Additionally, while Social Exchange Theory
may support a more direct link between managerial coaching and job engagement, the Job
Demands-Resource Theory may expand this and suggest that, as employees receive social
interaction with their manager through coaching, they then job craft by seeking to increase social
job resources and seeking challenges on the job, and only then is the social exchange provided
by managerial coaching linked to increased job engagement.
This study expanded the research of job crafting as a mediator to job engagement by
exploring managerial coaching as a developmental intervention that precedes this relationship
and addressing calls for more research on job crafting (Lee & Lee, 2018), as well as answering
calls to explore the impact of managers on the important outcome of engagement and any
mediating factors therein (Carasco-Saul, Kim, & Kim, 2015; Wang, 2018).
The second significant implication of this study on research and theory is that this study
did not support a direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement, but a full mediation of
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job crafting on the relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement. While some
studies have found a direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement (Carrell, 2018;
Ellinger et al., 2012; Ladyshewsky & Taplin, 2017), a mediated link has also been supported and
may be of particular importance in specific contexts in which a more fully mediating factor is
present. Other studies have supported a partially or fully mediated relationship between
managerial coaching and engagement or other outcomes and this study responded to calls to
explore additional mediation models to uncover more complex outcomes of managerial coaching
(Carrell, 2018; Kim et al., 2014; Kim et al., 2015).
It is possible that the context somewhat influenced the lack of a direct effect of
managerial coaching on job engagement. A direct link was supported in studies with service
workers (Ellinger et al., 2012) and with higher education enrollment professionals (Carrell,
2018), however the context of this study in the skilled trades may result in an alteration in the
relationship of the constructs. This study also supported the use of the CBI, as in other studies
(Ellinger et al., 2012), although one item was dropped that was resource-related, and also
supported the use of the single-item job engagement measure (Saks, 2019).
Third, this study has important implications for the use of the job crafting construct. A
higher order factor of job crafting has been supported in the literature. Specifically, a higher
order factor of job crafting, consisting of seeking challenges and resources, has been supported in
the literature with this higher order factor being related to increased engagement (Tims et al.,
2013; Vogt et al., 2015). Other studies have also supported a higher order factor of job crafting
as a mediator between personal resources and work performance and expressed the need for
more studies on the role of job crafting as a mediator between resources and outcomes (Ingusci
et al., 2019).
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It is of importance to note, however, that when combining increasing structural and social
job resources together, seeking resources has not always been linked to engagement, with low
factor loadings associated with items related to increasing structural job resources (Petrou et al.,
2012). In some empirical research in a blue-collar context in which increasing social job
resources was measured separately from increasing structural job resources, the relationship of
increasing social job resources to work engagement was supported, while the relationship of
increasing structural job resources to work engagement was not supported (Nielsen &
Abildgaard, 2012). Similarly, this study supported the use of a higher order factor (Ingusci et al.,
2019; Tims et al., 2013; Vogt et al., 2015) with two factors of increasing social job resources and
seeking challenges (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Petrou et al., 2012). The sample for this study
was younger, had lower education levels, and less experience than other populations, which may
have resulted in respondents having less ability or preparation to increase structural job resources
(Chinelato et al., 2015; Karasek & Theorell, 1990; Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Niessen, 2016).
This may require further consideration of the JD-R Theory and its application in various models
and contexts in which some factors may be applied differently.
The last implication of this study to research and theory is the contribution of the robust
approach of this half-longitudinal design to test more complex mediated models relating to job
crafting as is called for in the literature (Tims & Knight, 2019). Furthermore, the CFA marker
variable technique (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2013) and the evaluation of interclass
correlation coefficient resulting from data collection in classes, represented robust approaches to
data analysis that contribute to the existing literature in these areas and particularly bring these
analyses into the HRD literature.
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Implications for Practice
In this section, the implications of this study on practice will be explored, particularly in
the skilled trades, business as whole, and on HRD practice.
Building engagement in the skilled trades is critical due to the positive outcomes
associated with engagement (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Chaurasia & Shukla, 2013; Hakanen et al.,
2008; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008; Kim, 2017; Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006; Salanova et al.,
2005; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008; Zhong et al., 2017) and the need to attract and retain skilled
tradespeople in the environment of significant shortages (Riccardi, 2016; Schwartz, 2015;
Staffing Industry Analysts, 2018; Toppin, 2018; Wright, 2013). As these shortages cost
consumers and organizations significant losses (Karimi et al., 2018; Shingler, 2017) and
disengaged employees decrease productivity (Krueger & Killham, 2005), it is incumbent upon
organizations relying on the skilled trades to seek solutions.
This study offers insights to leaders and managers in organizations for increasing
engagement in the skilled trades by better explicating how these managers and leaders may play
a more proactive role in enhancing job engagement. If these leaders and managers can build
their capacity for managerial coaching skills in-house and encourage employees’ social job
resources to expand as well as encourage employees to seek challenges, they can generate useful
paths to job engagement at a relatively low cost. The linking of managerial coaching behaviors
to these job crafting behaviors is critical to achieving the outcome of job engagement. This
research also reinforces the importance of feedback as a core behavior of managerial coaches as
it relates to job crafting which may enable employees to craft more meaningful work that
enhances their engagement in their jobs.
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Engagement is also a top concern for all organizations (Madden & Bailey, 2017; Saks &
Gruman, 2014; Wang, 2018) and leaders and managers in organizations continue to struggle with
measures to improve employee engagement (Mann & Harter, 2016) while experiencing
continuing losses as a result (Krueger & Killham, 2005). Organizational leaders are increasingly
appreciating the need to increase their attention on the provision of managerial coaching and to
promote the importance of front-line supervisors and managers of adopting managerial coaching
roles (CIPD Learning and Development Survey, 2015; David & Cimpean, 2018; Lawrence,
2017; Liu & Batt, 2010; Kim, 2014). However, they must be cognizant of the potential resistors
and inflexibility of managers to provide additional support (DuPlessis, Carrell, & Kincade, 2015;
Grant, 2016; McCarthy & Milner, 2013), especially as managers experience role overload and
fatigue (She et al., 2019).
By improving the effectiveness of managerial coaching throughout the greater
organizational context and illuminating the link to engagement in one’s job through increasing
social job resources and seeing challenges, organizations can not only encourage managerial
coaching that highlights these job crafting strategies and reaches the intended outcome of job
engagement, but also use less of their manager’s limited capacity that may have been wasted on
previous coaching efforts that were not effective. This may aid in addressing recent attention on
the opportunity for managerial coaching to increase job satisfaction of the manager and also aid
in avoiding manager overload and fatigue (She et al., 2019), while continuing the development
of the manager who learns to coach, as well as the employees being coached (Anderson, 2013;
Leonard-Cross, 2010; Segers & Inceoglu, 2012).
As job crafting gains attention in practice, it can provide a radical shift in existing
perceptions of job design. Recognizing that employees are not “lumps of clay, ready to be
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shaped by all those around them” and a bottom-up work design strategy can increase engagement
is a paradigm shift from traditional work designs that used a top-down strategy (Bell & Staw,
1989, p. 232; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Embracing this shift can have a significant impact
on the design of many managerial and training initiatives, increasing the effectiveness of these
investments. This also positions employees as participating in an active role in their own
engagement and that both the manager and employee working together play a joint role in
actively improving job engagement. This improvement in job engagement can help business
avoid hundreds of millions of dollars in business losses resulting from disengaged employees
(Bilginsoy, 2003; Shingler, 2017) and aid in avoiding steep escalation in prices to consumers
(Karimi et al., 2018).
For the practice of HRD, this study can lead to significant improvements in managerial
coaching and job crafting interventions. Current encouragement to conduct managerial coaching
typically cites behaviors of the managerial coach as it relates to outcomes, but can be improved
by understanding the mediating influences between managerial coaching and job engagement.
Once these mediating factors are understood, managerial coaching interventions can be better
aimed at eliciting behaviors on the employee’s part to increase social job resources and seek
challenges, thereby achieving improved job engagement. It has been stated that managers should
be included in development programs in order to assume the role of managerial coach with their
employees (Ellinger & Bostrom, 1999; Ellinger et al., 2011; Hagen & Aguilar, 2012; McCarthy
& Milner, 2013) and doing so may help bolster the still-rare use of managerial coaching
(DuPlessis, Carrell, & Kincade, 2015; Grant, 2016; McCarthy & Milner, 2013) and improve
existing available interventions to use the informality and fluidity of managerial coaching to
encourage job crafting behaviors (DiGirolamo & Tkach, 2019).
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This may also help HRD practitioners understand the benefit of newly updated and
supported job crafting interventions that operationalized the original Michigan Job Crafting
Exercise (Berg, Dutton, Wrzesniewski, & Baker, 2008) using the principles of the JD-R theory,
which resulted in a mediated a relationship with work engagement (Demerouti et al., 2019;
Dubbelt et al., 2019; Van Wingerden et al., 2017). This is of note as other interventions that
were focused on bolstering personal strengths and interests alone did not result in the intended
outcomes (Kooij et al., 2017). Owing to the empirically supported benefits of job crafting
interventions built on a framework of the JD-R theory, HRD professionals should be encouraged
to consider such interventions.
It is noted, however, that these successful job crafting interventions were typically
extended over some period of time, typically six weeks (Dubbelt et al., 2019; Van Wingerden et
al., 2017) and those job crafting interventions that were shorter in duration were not effective
(Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015). The length of time of the initial workshop in the
job crafting intervention was sometimes as brief as four hours and sometimes included 2 ½ days
of workshops over the term of the intervention, however each approach included self-directed
activities throughout the intervention and had a significant effect on engagement (Dubbelt et al.,
2019; Van Wingerden et al., 2016; Van Wingerden et al., 2017).
It is possible that some organizations may be resistant to implementing an extensive job
crafting intervention such as this and implementing such a program utilizing managerial
coaching may be more conducive to acceptance if managers are provided with training in order
to bolster their managerial coaching skills aimed at encouraging such job crafting initiatives.
Perhaps a “train the trainer” approach may be taken in order to harness the fluidity of managerial
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coaching (DiGirolamo & Tkach, 2019) to implement a more adaptable and accepted job crafting
intervention.
Limitations
As with all research that is conducted, this study also has limitations associated with it.
These were acknowledged and detailed in Chapter 3. Additional limitations as a result of the
data that were collected and analyzed are detailed and expanded upon in this section as a result
of the completion of the study.
First, this study may not be generalizable outside of the population of electricians in the
Southwestern region of the U.S., due to regional or work-based influences. The demographics of
the participants in this study also varied somewhat from the U.S. population of electricians in
that they had a lower income, were younger, and more of other/unknown/two or more races than
White. Skilled trades workers may also be more likely to engage in job crafting behaviors due to
the nature of the work being autonomous and demanding (Berg et al., 2010; Clegg & Spencer,
2007; Petrou et al., 2012) and the findings of this study demonstrate some valuable differences
between this and other empirical research with regard to the structure and relationship of the
study variables.
Second, selective sampling could have occurred in which individuals who participated in
this study with two data collection periods may have been more likely to be qualitatively
different than those who did not wish to participate in both surveys (Jarvik & Falek, 1963).
Selective drop-out, or experimental mortality, could have occurred, leading to heterogeneity of
the group (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The effects of any potential selective drop-out were
likely minimized by the brief 1-2 week window between survey distribution, collection of paper
surveys (Nulty, 2008) in classes at the training center who provided pre-notification and
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sponsorship of the study (Fan & Yan, 2010), the incentive provided to complete both surveys
including a scholarship, and very high participation rate of 97%.
While the half-longitudinal design was selected due to its increased robustness in
comparison with cross-sectional designs, an additional potential limitation of this design as
implemented was that the constructs were not measured at both times or with multiple measures
in an attempt to keep the surveys at a reasonable length and avoid fatigue or dropout. There
could also be structural limitations in the model to the number of paths that might realistically be
present and the optimal timing for such a design in this population had not been empirically
established (Cole & Maxwell, 2003). Fourth, there were some items that had to be dropped in
the job engagement measure resulting in a one-item measure of job engagement that was used.
One of three sub-factors in the job crafting measure was also removed. Thus the resulting
measurement model differed slightly from the theoretical model and was not tested with an
additional new sample to confirm the removal of such items and factor.
Last, there was the potential for common method bias as respondents were the only data
source and responded based on their recall and perceptions. Attempts were made to limit this
bias by setting respondents at ease by ensuring their confidentiality and reducing evaluation
apprehension (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012) particularly since the data collection
was conducted in a class environment in which social desirability could cause common method
bias. Additional attempts to limit potential for common method bias were made by the temporal
separation between the criterion and predictor variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Lee, 2012),
and with measurement using the marker variable approach of the Comprehensive Confirmatory
Factor Analysis marker test (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010). The CFA marker variable
analysis indicated no common method bias was present as detailed in Chapter 4.
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Suggestions for Future Research
The purpose of this study was to examine the mediating effect of job crafting on the
relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement in the skilled trades. This section
will detail suggestions for future research as a result of the findings and implications of this study
in comparison with the existing literature in order to advance multiple domains of research.
Skilled Trades and other Contexts
First, this research uniquely explored the constructs of interest, managerial coaching, job
crafting, and job engagement, in a skilled trades context. This context has not been one that has
typically been featured in HRD research. Thus, to this researcher’s knowledge, this study
represents one of the first studies integrating these constructs in the skilled trades context, which
is a very important sector of the economy that would benefit from such research. The skilled
trades represent a unique segment of the workforce due to the nature of the work as active,
demanding, and requiring special skills and certification. It is also a segment of the economy
that is experiencing significant workforce challenges from shortages to ineffective efforts to
increase engagement (Krueger & Killham, 2005; Riccardi, 2016; Schwartz, 2015; Staffing
Industry Analysts, 2018; Toppin, 2018; Wright, 2013). These challenges have resulted in
substantial economic impacts (Karimi et al., 2018; Shingler, 2017), making it a very suitable
environment for HRD research in order to identify solutions to very real and pressing business
issues. Further study in the context of the skilled trades is encouraged in future research, such
that other types of skilled trades workers, such as HVAC, plumbers, welders, and construction
workers could be examined.
In conducting future research in the skilled trades, several recommendations may be
made. It is likely that this segment has not often been studied because it may be difficult to reach
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such workers due to the physical, transient, and often remote nature of the work they perform.
Several sampling methods were considered in this study prior to making contact with the training
center. Reaching this sample and others like it may be made possible through partnerships with
local training, trade associations and unions or very large organizations in the skilled trades
sector that may be willing to sponsor such a study. In addition, collecting data in person, through
sponsorship of an organization, and with paper surveys that are simple to complete may
dramatically increase participation (Fan & Yan, 2010; Frohlich, 2002; Nulty, 2008). In
comparing the completion rates of Pilot 1 with the main study, it was revealed that as expected,
more data was collected using such strategies.
While collecting data in person through paper surveys proved to increase participation, it
also presented other challenges. For example, it was not possible to require all questions to be
answered before progressing to the next screen in the survey or to set limitations in data entry for
items such as a self-generated identification code to prevent errors, as one could set in electronic
surveys. As a result, the instructions given prior to dissemination of the surveys was critical.
The researcher stressed the importance of completing every question and ensuring the selfgenerated identification code was accurately matched in order for the completed survey to be
eligible for inclusion in the data analysis for the study. This measure was effective as the main
study resulted in a 95% match of surveys, much higher than in Pilot 1 (64%) and previous
research (67%, Yurek et al., 2008) and only 5% of surveys included any missing data. Some or
all of these strategies are suggested for use in future data collection for research in the skilled
trades.
The measures used in a skilled trades context may also require consideration. Each item
should be reviewed and the use of each measure in earlier empirical research should be
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investigated in order to select the most appropriate measure for a study in any specific context.
In conducting this study, there were a number of job crafting measures available for
consideration in the literature. The pilot studies conducted prior to the main study examined
three such measures, although it can be acknowledged that there were some concerns that arose
during the pilot studies and some of those concerns have been expressed in previous literature.
The job crafting measure selected for this study was specifically developed for respondents with
lower levels of formal education (Vogt et al., 2015) and used in previous research with such a
sample (Chinelato et al., 2015). It utilized a seeking challenges dimension specifically created
for this type of context (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Petrou et al., 2012). However, it did not
use a full measure that had been created for non-skilled employees (Nielsen & Abildgaard)
because some of its dimensions and items were not relevant to skilled labor in this context as it
focused on quantities of simplified work tasks and other dimensions in the scale that had been
added that were not in the seminal measure and were not linked with job engagement.
As HRD research continues to expand on job crafting and these other constructs
employed in this study, the careful selection and application of measures of these constructs in
various and unique contexts needs to be considered.
Mediating Influences on Managerial Coaching Outcomes
In this study, a direct effect of managerial coaching on job engagement was not
supported, yet a model with a full mediation through job crafting was supported. This
demonstrates the importance of evaluating mediating influences that might change the
relationship of study variables. This expands the managerial coaching literature by
demonstrating more distinct linking mechanisms between managerial coaching and job
engagement, specifically through proactive employee behavior. Exploring other proactive
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employee behaviors, such as personal initiative behavior, voice, and taking charge, as mediating
influences between managerial coaching and engagement or managerial coaching and other
positive outcomes, might explicate relationships with other constructs currently not yet explored.
Job Crafting as a Mediator of Other Variables and Engagement
In explicating additional mediating influences and owing to multiple studies
demonstrating a relationship between job crafting and engagement (Lee & Lee, 2018; Neilsen &
Abildgaard, 2012; Vogt et al., 2015), future research may also explore what other antecedents
may be connected to job engagement through job crafting. Particularly, job crafting may
mediate the relationship between other managerial behaviors or developmental interventions and
engagement in one’s job, such as trust or mentoring and job engagement.
Job Engagement Measure
There is a plethora of engagement measures and suggestions have been made for useful
comparisons of these measures and their associated frameworks (Anthony-McMann, 2014;
Anthony-McMann et al., 2017). This study utilized a recently published single-item measure
focused on job engagement, which shared similar empirical results to the UWES work
engagement scale (Saks, 2019). This single-item job engagement scale has not yet been widely
used and future research should explore the results of this measure in various models and
contexts in comparison with other measures of engagement. It is important to note that this
measure was used because the original five-item measure of job engagement (Saks, 2006),
resulted in low factor loadings for several items and an unacceptable AVE. It may also be
helpful to test this measure, along with its counterpart, organization engagement, in other studies
as has been called for to provide further evidence for differing antecedents and outcomes of job
and organization engagement (Saks, 2019).
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Job Crafting Measure
There are also several job crafting measures found in the literature, with varying
subdomains. Most job crafting measures use the JD-R framework and three of the four
subdomains related to positive outcomes from the original scale, which are increasing structural
job resources, increasing social job resources, and seeking challenges (Tims et al., 2012),
although some use domains with slightly different definitions. There are also job crafting
measures that rely on a different set of subdomains, including relational, cognitive, and task
crafting, which align with the terms used in the seminal job crafting literature (Niessen, 2016;
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), however these are not widely used and this construct did not
perform well in Pilot 2.
The job crafting measure used in this study, after two pilot studies were conducted, was
selected for a variety of reasons: its support from the original scale as supported by the JD-R
theory (Tims et al., 2012) and for its use with respondents with lower formal education (Vogt et
al., 2015). This scale could be used in future studies within similar contexts such as in this study.
However, one subdomain, increasing structural job resources, did not perform well and was
removed from analysis. Increasing structural job resources was not supported in this study, as in
some previous studies in which it was not supported or was not fully supported (Chinelato et al.,
2015; Nielsen & Abilgaard, 2012). Each of these studies were conducted with samples with
lower levels of formal education. It would be useful in future research to test this subdomain in
various contexts to determine if the subdomain support is similar or if any other subdomain
support is different. Future comparisons of this overall measure with other existing job crafting
scales may be possible as more studies are conducted with this measure and its three
subdomains.
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Job Crafting and Managerial Coaching Interventions
Interventions targeted at increasing job crafting behaviors using JD-R theory as a
framework and aimed at an outcome of engagement are beginning to be supported in the
literature (Demerouti et al., 2019; Dubbelt et al., 2019; Van Wingerden et al., 2017). Future
research should be conducted to expand on these findings and replicate successful intervention
models in various contexts. Commonalities among the successful job crafting interventions
include a workshop of at least four hours to explore job crafting and a minimum six-week
program consisting of additional self-directed activities.
Recognizing that this is a significant time investment for organizations who are already
strapped for time and may be resistant, utilizing a managerial coaching intervention to explain,
pilot, and promote a job crafting intervention may be a conducive start. Further, a “train the
trainer” approach may be used for this training to trickle down through an organization. To that
end, future research may investigate the implementation of a “coaching to craft” intervention that
combines components of managerial coaching and job crafting in an intervention for supervisors,
who may then harness the fluidity of managerial coaching (DiGirolamo & Tkach, 2019) to
implement a more adaptable and accepted job crafting intervention.
This may also allow managerial coaching initiatives to be implemented so that
managerial coaches are less of a rare species in organizations (DuPlessis, Carrell, & Kincade,
2015; Grant, 2016; McCarthy & Milner, 2013). Doing so may also may enable managers to
more effectively target employee behaviors that will lend to engagement in one’s job, such as
increasing social job resources and seeking challenges. In this way, a managerial coaching
intervention may lead to increased managerial coaching behaviors that are connected to a job
crafting intervention that lead to job crafting behaviors and subsequent job engagement.
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Manager Overload
In situations in which job crafting may be increased through such interventions, future
research may also examine the effect of increased employee job crafting on manager role
overload and fatigue (She et al., 2019). It is plausible that as employees increase their job
crafting behaviors, the results of managerial coaching are attained with less overload on the part
of the manager, leading to improved job engagement of not only the employee, but the manager
as well.
Moderators
As the role of job crafting as a mediator in the relationship between managerial coaching
and job engagement has been established, the role of moderators in this relationship may be
explored in future research. A potential moderator of this relationship that appears in the
literature is job characteristics. Job characteristics, such as skill variety, task identity, task
significance, autonomy, and feedback have been empirically linked with increased engagement
in one’s job (Saks, 2006) and are found in jobs, such as in the skilled trades, that are prone to job
crafting due to their active and demanding nature (Petrou et al., 2012). Therefore, it would also
be reasonable to consider the impact that these job characteristics may have on job crafting in the
relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement.
Another potential mediator on the role of job crafting in the relationship between
managerial coaching and job engagement is Psychological Capital (PsyCap). PsyCap includes
hope, resilience, optimism, and self-efficacy (Luthans & Youssef, 2004; Luthans, Youssef, &
Avolio, 2007b) and is summarized as “an individual’s positive psychological state of
development” (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007a, p. 542). Psychological capital
represents a strong psychological state of development in an individual, which has the potential
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to impact a number of areas in an employee’s work experience. Since research has shown that
employees with a proactive personality, personal initiative, and inactive construct cynicism are
more likely to job craft (Tims et al., 2012), as are employees with positive self-image, perceived
control, and readiness to change, it is likely that related positive psychological states of
development existing in psychological capital could increase one’s propensity to job craft.
Furthermore, investigating psychological capital as a potential moderator answers the call for
empirical research of psychological capital in various contexts (Avey, 2014).
Replicate and Reverse
Future research may also endeavor to replicate these findings as to confirm or refine them
in various contexts. Additionally, as cyclical models are purported, particularly with these
constructs (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Clegg & Spencer, 2007), reverse models should be
considered in which the job engagement resulting from the mediation of job crafting on the
relationship between managerial coaching and job engagement also is positioned as an
antecedent to further job crafting. Although such a hypothesis has not been supported in some
empirical research (Vogt et al., 2015), it is useful to confirm any directional relationship of these
constructs as they are quite prevalent in the literature (Lee & Lee, 2018).
Study Design of Future Research
Last, this study was a half-longitudinal design. In future research, fully longitudinal
studies in which each study variable is measured over various and longer measurement time
periods may assist in assessing the effect of each variable on various levels, whether various and
longer time periods of measurement (day vs. month, etc.) and various measures or interventions
may reveal new insights.
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Summary of the Chapter
This chapter began with an introduction and provided a brief summary of the study,
including the purpose, hypotheses, design of the study, data collection, and subsequent analyses.
Then, a discussion of the findings relative to the existing relevant literature and theory followed,
including a summary of the hypotheses and results of the study followed by a discussion of each
hypothesis and finding as it relates to supporting or supplementing existing research.
Implications for research and theory were detailed, as well as implications for practice in relation
to the skilled trades, in organizations as a whole, and in human resource development.
Limitations associated with the study were acknowledged. Recommendations for future research
were then explored to provide pathways forward for additional research on managerial coaching,
job crafting, and engagement. The chapter concludes with this summary.
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Appendix B. Pilot 1 Participant Recruitment Email
We are contacting you with regard to a study being conducted by a doctoral student at The
University of Texas at Tyler who is interested in better understanding the work environment and
job factors of skilled trades employees in Texas public schools. We are asking for your
assistance to help contact potential study participant(s) who represent skilled trades workers
employed in your district. The skilled trades workers’ participation will include the completion
of two separate online surveys developed by the primary researcher, which will take at most 1015 minutes each for the skilled trades workers to complete. There will be a slight time lag of
approximately one to two days necessary between the completion of the first and second survey.
The second survey link will be sent to school district administrators, like yourself, with the
request to forward the link to the same group as in the first survey following a 1-2 day time lag.
We are asking you to help identify employees that are currently in skilled trades roles in Texas
public schools and to ensure that employees that may be eligible to participate in the study
receive the forwarded information from the researcher for each online survey link.
In this forwarded information, the researcher will invite the employees to participate in the
research and will provide the first survey link, which will include an informed consent document
for completion. The employees will be informed that their participation/non-participation and
responses will not be made available to anyone except the research team members and will not in
any way effect their employment. A second survey link will be sent separately to be forwarded
by the same school district administrators to the same group as in the first survey following a 1-2
day lag time.
The following information may be provided to employees to communicate the intent of the
research:
A research study is being conducted by a doctoral student at the University of Texas at Tyler
who is interested in better understanding the work environment and job factors of skilled trades
employees in Texas public schools. The researcher has asked the District to forward information
to potential participants that explains the purpose of the study and provides information to
employees who wish to participate. The study will include completion of two online surveys that
will take no more than 10-15 minutes to complete, with one to two days in between surveys. All
information will be collected by the researcher and the data collected will be kept strictly
confidential by the research team. Participation and non-participation information will not be
shared with your employer. Please see the link below for more information regarding the study.
Link will be provided here.
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Appendix C. Pilot 1 Informed Consent
You have been invited to participate in this study, which is being conducted by a doctoral student
at the University of Texas at Tyler. The purpose of this study is to better understand the work
environment and job factors of skilled trades employees in Texas public schools. Your
participation is completely voluntary, and if you begin participation and choose to not complete
it, you are free to discontinue without any adverse consequences. To protect your
confidentiality, your responses will be viewed only by the research team and identifying
information such as your name, employer, or department will not be collected.
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things:





Complete two online surveys
Each survey will take at most 10-15 minutes to complete
The second survey should be completed one to two days after the first
The researcher will send the second survey link in a separate email

We know of no known risks to this study. It may be possible that you become fatigued
answering the questions or may become a little uncomfortable answer some of the questions, but
these are not likely given the length and content of the surveys. Although this is not anticipated,
if this happens, you are free to take a break and return to the survey to finish it, or, you can
discontinue participation without any problems. Potential benefits to this study include possible
enjoyment of reflecting on your work environment. The findings of this study may also help
employers and managers improve the working environment in this sector.
I know my responses to the questions are anonymous. If I need to ask questions about this study,
I can contact the principle researcher, Jennifer DuPlessis, at jduplessis@patriots.uttyler.edu or, if
I have any questions about my rights as a research participant, I can contact Dr. Gloria Duke,
Chair of the UT Tyler Institutional Review Board at gduke@uttyler, or 903-566-7023.
I have read and understood what has been explained to me. If I choose to participate in this
study, I will click “Yes” in the box below and proceed to the survey. If I choose to not
participate, I will click “No” in the box.
Yes, I choose to participate in this study.
No, I choose to not participate in this study.
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Appendix D. Pilot 1 Research Survey Instrument
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Appendix E. Pilot 2 IRB Approval
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Appendix F. Pilot 2 Screening Survey HIT
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Appendix G. Pilot 2 Screening Survey
Pilot 2 Screening Survey - MTurk
Start of Block: Default Question Block
QA
The following questions are being gathered for purposes of representation and statistical analysis. An
additional survey may be sent to you if you qualify for an academic study. Thank you for your honest
participation!

Q1
What is your gender?
▼ Male (1) ... Female (0)

Q2 What is the highest level of education you have completed?
▼ Some schooling (grade 1-11) (1) ... Postgraduate degree (7)

Q3 Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
▼ No (0) ... Yes, Other Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin (4)
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Q4 What is your race?

o White (1)
o Black, African America, or Negro (2)
o American Indian or Alaska Native (3)
o Asian Indian (4)
o Chinese (5)
o Filipino (6)
o Japanese (7)
o Korean (8)
o Vietnamese (9)
o Other Asian (10)
o Native Hawaiian (11)
o Guamanian or Chamorro (12)
o Samoan (13)
o Other Pacific Islander (14)
o Other (15)
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Q5
Which category represents your age?

▼ under 18 (1) ... 57 or over (4)

Page Break
Q6
Your response has been recorded. Thank you for your time and participation.
Please copy and paste the following code into the MTurk HIT to receive payment:
${e://Field/ResponseID}

End of Block: Default Question Block
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Appendix H. Pilot 2 Survey HIT
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Appendix I. Pilot 2 Survey
Pilot 2 - MTurk
Start of Block: Screening Block
QA What is the third word in this question: "How many states are there in the USA?"

o 48 (1)
o 25 (2)
o "states" (3)
o 50 (4)
Page Break
End of Block: Screening Block
Start of Block: Screening Block 2
Page Break

QB Thank you for your past work in MTurk! You have been invited to participate in this study, which is
being conducted by a doctoral student at The University of Texas at Tyler. The purpose of this study is to
better understand the work environment of employees. Your participation is completely voluntary, and
if you begin participation and choose to not complete it, you are free to discontinue without any
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adverse consequences. While there will be questions to check for attentiveness, there are no right or
wrong answers regarding your experiences and thoughts.
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things:
·

Complete an online survey which will take 10 minutes to complete

Participants who complete the survey will be given a code upon completion to enter into MTurk for
payment.
We know of no known risks to this study, other than becoming a little tired of answering the questions,
or you may even become a little stressed or distressed when answering some of the questions. If this
happens, you are free to take a break and return to the survey to finish it, or, you can discontinue
participation without any problems. Potential benefits of participating in this study include the
opportunity to reflect on your work environment and share insights about work. For example, the
findings of this study may help employers and managers improve the working environment. Please
review the following consent information: I know my responses to the questions are confidential. If I
need to ask questions about this study, I can contact the principal researcher, Jennifer DuPlessis, at
jduplessis@patriots.uttyler.edu or, if I have any questions about my rights as a research participant, I
can contact Dr. Gloria Duke, Chair of the UT Tyler Institutional Review Board at gduke@uttyler, or 903566-7023.
I have read and understood what has been explained to me. If I choose to participate in this study, I will
click “Yes” in the box below and proceed to the survey. If I choose to not participate, I will click “No” in
the box.
Yes, I choose to participate in this study. No, I choose to not participate in this study.

o Yes (1)
o No (0)
End of Block: Screening Block 2
Start of Block: Default Question Block
Page Break

Q1 Using the scale below, indicate your level of agreement with each statement by clicking the
appropriate circle next to the statement. There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in your
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honest opinions. Remember, your responses are anonymous and cannot be tied to your identity.

Strongly
Disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree
Nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree
(5)

I really “throw”
myself into my
job. (JE_1)

o

o

o

o

o

Sometimes I am
so into my job
that I lose track
of time. (JE_2)

o

o

o

o

o

This job is all
consuming; I am
totally into it.
(JE_3)

o

o

o

o

o

My mind often
wanders and I
think of other
things when
doing my job.
(JE_4_R)

o

o

o

o

o

I am highly
engaged in this
job. (JE_5)

o

o

o

o

o

Q1B © Emerald Group Publishing Limited (2006)

Page Break

Q2 Using the scale below, indicate your level of agreement with each statement by clicking the
appropriate circle next to the statement. There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in your
honest opinions. Remember, your responses are anonymous and cannot be tied to your identity.
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Somewhat
Disagree
(3)

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
(4)

Strongly
Disagree
(1)

Mostly
Disagree
(2)

I prefer
blue to
other
colors.
(ATCB_1)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I like the
color blue.
(ATCB_2)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I like blue
clothes.
(ATCB_3)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I hope my
next car is
blue.
(ATCB_4)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Somewhat
Agree (5)

Mostly
Agree (7)

Strongly
Agree (8)

Q2B © ProQuest LLC (2015)

Page Break

Q3 Using the scale below, indicate the level of frequency with which you do the following by clicking the
appropriate circle next to the statement. There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in your
honest opinions. Remember, your responses are anonymous and cannot be tied to your identity.
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Never (1)

Rarely (2)

Occasionally (3)

Sometimes (4)

Often (5)

I try to develop
my capabilities.
(JC_1_STJR)

o

o

o

o

o

I try to develop
myself
professionally.
(JC_2_STJR)

o

o

o

o

o

I try to learn new
things at work.
(JC_3_STJR)

o

o

o

o

o

I make sure that
I use my
capacities to the
fullest.
(JC_4_STJR)

o

o

o

o

o

I decide on my
own how I do
things.
(JC_5_STJR)

o

o

o

o

o

I ask my
supervisor to
coach me.
(JC_6_SOCJ)

o

o

o

o

o

I ask whether my
supervisor is
satisfied with my
work.
(JC_7_SOCJ)

o

o

o

o

o

I look to my
supervisor for
inspiration.
(JC_8_SOCJ)

o

o

o

o

o

I ask others for
feedback on my
job
performance.
(JC_9_SOCJ)

o

o

o

o

o

I ask colleagues
for advice.
(JC_10_SOCJ)

o

o

o

o

o
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I ask for more
tasks if I finish
my work.
(JC_11_SC)

o

o

o

o

o

I ask for more
responsibilities.
(JC_12_SC)

o

o

o

o

o

I ask for more
odd jobs.
(JC_13_SC)

o

o

o

o

o

Q3B © Taylor & Francis (2015)

Page Break

Q4 Using the scale below, indicate the level of frequency with which you do the following so that the job
you do suits you by clicking the appropriate circle next to the statement. There are no right or wrong
answers, we are interested in your honest opinions. Remember, your responses are anonymous and
cannot be tied to your identity.
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Never (1)

Rarely (2)

Occasionally (3)

Sometimes (4)

Often (5)

I concentrate on
specific tasks.
(JC_1_TC)

o

o

o

o

o

I undertake or
seek for
additional tasks.
(JC_2_TC)

o

o

o

o

o

I work more
intensively on
tasks I enjoy.
(JC_3_TC)

o

o

o

o

o

I usually limit
the amount of
time I spend
with people I do
not get along
with, and only
contact them
for things that
are absolutely
necessary.
(JC_4_RC)

o

o

o

o

o

I invest in
relationships
with people
whom I get
along with best.
(JC_5_RC)

o

o

o

o

o

I look for
opportunities to
work together
with people
whom I get
along well with
at work.
(JC_6_RC)

o

o

o

o

o

I try to look
upon the tasks
and
responsibilities I
have at work as
having a deeper
meaning than is
readily
apparent.
(JC_7_CC)

o

o

o

o

o
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I find personal
meaning in my
tasks and
responsibilities
at work.
(JC_8_CC)

o

o

o

o

o

I view my tasks
and
responsibilities
as being more
than just part of
my job.
(JC_9_CC)

o

o

o

o

o

Q4B © SAGE Publishing (2016)

Page Break

Q5 This is just to screen out random clicking.
Very Rarely (1)
Please select
Sometimes
(IMC)

o

Rarely (2)

Sometimes (3)

o

o

Frequently (4)

o

Very Frequently
(5)

o

Q5B You're almost done...thanks for your help!

Page Break

Q6 Using the scale below, indicate the level of frequency with which your supervisor does the following
by clicking the appropriate circle next to the statement. There are no right or wrong answers, we are
interested in your honest opinions. Remember, your confidentiality is protected as all responses are
anonymous and cannot to tied to your identity.
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Almost
Never (1)

Rarely (2)

Occasionally
(3)

Frequently
(4)

Usually (5)

Almost
Always (6)

My supervisor
uses analogies,
scenarios, and
examples to
help me learn.
(MC_1)

o

o

o

o

o

o

My supervisor
encourage me
to broaden my
perspectives by
helping me to
see the big
picture. (MC_2)

o

o

o

o

o

o

My supervisor
provides me
with
constructive
feedback.
(MC_3)

o

o

o

o

o

o

My supervisor
solicits
feedback from
me to ensure
that his/her
interactions are
helpful to me.
(MC_4)

o

o

o

o

o

o

My supervisor
provides me
with resources
so I can
perform my job
more
effectively.
(MC_5)

o

o

o

o

o

o

To help me
think through
issues, my
supervisor asks
questions,
rather than
provide
solutions.
(MC_6)

o

o

o

o

o

o
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My supervisor
sets
expectations
with me and
communicates
the importance
of those
expectations to
the broader
goals of the
organization.
(MC_7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

To help me see
different
perspectives,
my supervisor
role-plays with
me. (MC_8)

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q6B © Wiley Periodicals, Inc. (2003)

Page Break

Q7
The following questions are gathered for purposes of representation and statistical analysis only.
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Which category represents your age?

▼ Under 18 (1) ... Over 56 (4)

Q8 What is your current status?

▼ Single, never married (1) ... Living w/ partner (7)

Q9 Please indicate your annual income:

▼ under $25,000 (1) ... $70,000 or over (8)
Page Break

Q10 How many years have you worked at your current organization?

▼ less than 1 (1) ... 10 or more (5)

Q11 How many years of work experience do you have?

▼ less than 1 (1) ... 10 or more (5)

Q12 How would you describe your position?
▼ Front line worker (1) ... Management (2)
Page Break

307

Q13
Your response has been recorded. Thank you for your time and participation. Please
copy and paste the following code into the MTurk HIT to request payment:
${e://Field/ResponseID}

Page Break
End of Block: Default Question Block
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Appendix J. Managerial Coaching Scale
(Ellinger, Ellinger, & Keller, 2003)
1. My supervisor uses analogies, scenarios, and examples to help me learn.
2. My supervisor encourage me to broaden my perspectives by helping me to see the big
picture.
3. My supervisor provides me with constructive feedback.
4. My supervisor solicits feedback from me to ensure that his/her interactions are helpful to
me.
5. My supervisor provides me with resources so I can perform my job more effectively.
6. To help me think through issues, my supervisor asks questions, rather than provide
solutions.
7. My supervisor sets expectations with me and communicates the importance of those
expectations to the broader goals of the organization.
8. To help me see different perspectives, my supervisor role-plays with me.
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Appendix K. Job Crafting Scale
(Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny & Bauer, 2015)
Increasing Structural Job Resources
1. I try to develop my capabilities.
2. I try to develop myself professionally.
3. I try to learn new things at work.
4. I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest.
5. I decide on my own how I do things.
Increasing Social Job Resources
6. I ask my supervisor to coach me.
7. I ask whether my supervisor is satisfied with my work
8. I look to my supervisor for inspiration.
9. I ask others for feedback on my job performance.
10. I ask colleagues for advice.
Seeking Challenges
11. I ask for more tasks if I finish my work.
12. I ask for more responsibilities.
13. I ask for more odd jobs.
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Appendix L. Job Engagement Scale
(Saks, 2006)
Job Engagement
1. I really “throw” myself into my job.
2. Sometimes I am so into my job that I lose track of time.
3. This job is all consuming; I am totally into it.
4. My mind often wanders and I think of other things when doing my job. (R)
5. I am highly engaged in this job.
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Appendix M. Attitude Towards the Color Blue Scale
(Wall, 2014)
Attitude Towards the Color Blue
1. I prefer blue to other colors.
2. I like the color blue.
3. I like blue clothes.
4. I hope my next car is blue.
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Appendix N. Main Study IRB Approval
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Appendix O. Main Study Pre-Notification Flyer
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Appendix P. Main Study Invitation Script

My name is Jennifer DuPlessis and I am a doctoral student at The University of
Texas at Tyler working on my dissertation research. I also work in the skilled
trades context. My research seeks to better understand the work environment
and job factors of skilled trades employees which are often overlooked or under studied. I am partnering with your training center and would like to briefly
overview information about your potential participation. If you should decide to
participate in my study, you will be required to complete all of the questions on
two surveys that will take no more than 10 minutes each to complete, with one to
two weeks in between distribution of paper surveys. You should not experience
any risks associated with this study. If you begin to fill out the surveys and decide
you no longer wish to participate, you are free to do so and there will be no
consequences for not completing the surveys. Everyone will simply fold your
survey in half and place it in the envelope that has been provided regardless of
whether the survey is completed or not. All of the data collected will be kept
strictly confidential by the research team which is comprised of me, my
dissertation chair and two method members. Your decision to participate or not
to participate will not be shared with the association/training center or your
employer. If you choose to participate, you will be eligible to be entered into a
drawing at the completion of the study for a $100 Bass Pro gift card. If more
than 75% of current students complete both surveys, a drawing for a one semester scholarship will be held. The anonymous aggregated data will be used in
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fulfillment of my doctoral requirements and may be used for publication and
conference presentation purposes. However, no identifying information will be
shared, data will be reported in the aggregate. Your support of me and my
research study would be greatly appreciated.

SECOND SURVEY: You must ensure that all questions are answered and the code is entered to
match with Survey 1. Instructions for the drawing are on the last page.
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Appendix Q. Main Study Survey 1
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Appendix R. Main Study Survey 2
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